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Preface

This description of the Census DIME file and interactive

programming is directed toward school admirvistrators and their

staff. It is not written as a technical manual for the

computer analyst. In reading this document, one must imagine

that each application can be easilY extended from just a few

schools to all facilities and students in the district. How-,

ever the numeric output and maps are larger which is whY theY

could not be included. One must also imagine the ease and

convenience of interactive programming. A P.ortable terminal

weighing less than thirty pounds that can Pe connected to

anY telephone was used for this analysis of pupil assign-

ment alternatives. Considering the importance of sound

decision making and the immediate availability of a major

portion of the data, the investment rectuired to use the

programs described here is small.
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I. Decisions Analysis of Alternatives

Limited financial resources alono with declining or shifting

enrollment are creating serious difficulties for many school svstems.

These difficulties are exacerbated by demands for new academic and

vocational programs that are more responsive to individual needs

and for additional transportation to satisfv judicial guidelines

for racial balance. To continue Providing the essential services

as well as to initiate these new Programs, school administrators

must maximize the economic efficiency of all functions. This

situation makes it imPeritive that school administrators have

rapid access to detailed information and the abilitw to examine

many possible courses of action. However, such informational

needs can rarely be satisfied using manual procedures.

Numerous attempts have been made to utilize computers in the

analysis of suzh a problem aS school bus routing. When using a

computer, the problem must be translated into mathematical terms.

This analytical description of the Problem is called a model. By

definition, these models do not contain the subjective features

of the problem nor perhaPs a number of other facets that

are too difficult to write mathematically. As a result, models

are incomplete descriptions of the "real" Problem; however, they

may still Prove to be extremely useful in finding satisfactory

solutions. Unfortunatelv, many of the computer applications have

not met expectations. Although there are numerous explanations in

each case for this failure, two factors that mav have contributed

either directly or indirectlw involve the construction of a very

7
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large data base and the delay in obtaining the computer results

from the data processing center. These Problems can be mitigated

by using the Census DIME file and interactive computer Process-ins.

I A. The Census DIME file

The DIME file is a collection of data describing the vehicular

transportation network in over 250 standard metropolitan statistical

areas. The procedures for constructing and maintaining this data

file were developed by the U.S. Census Bureau. 'DIME' is an

acronym for Dual Independent MaP Encoding which refers to the

built-in mechanism for checking the internal consistency of the

data.

The DIME file is a 'segment structured data base in which each

record represents a portion of a street segment as illustrated in

Figure 1. The endpoints of each seSmenty which usually occur at

intersections, are called nodes. Each record contains the street

name and address range for the segment as well as the coordinates

for the two nodes. Two Primary uses of the DIME file result from

this structure: seauential segment chaining and geo-coded address

matching. Segment chaining enables the determination of vehicle or

pedestrian routes as well as a method for data validation. For

example, the route from node 9 to 3 would include the segments linking

nodes 9,5,1,2, and 3. The address matching capability refers to the

identification of the record in the DIME file that contains a

specified address. Once the record is found, it is Possible to

associate the coordi-nate data or a segment location with the

8



Figure 1: Example of DIME Map and Data File
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particular address. This information is essential for geographic

disPla of the data or for determining the distance of the

data item from another point on the network.

The utilization of the DIME file offers several advantages

which relate to the organizational interactio-is reouired to

construct and maintain this data file. Specifically, the use of

the DIME file

a. avoids the duplication of a travel network by

government agencies.

b, encourages the transferabilitw of computer tools

since mans regions will have the necessary data in

,xactly the same format.

c. relieves school systems of the obligation for

develoPing and maintaining a data base which is

already the lolislated responsibility of a local

or regional planning agency.

d. encourages the coordination of local and regional

agencies in maintaining a common data base and

transferring information.

e. ensures greater accuracy in the data bases because

of multiple agenc*d involvement in its use.

f. provides graphic display car-?bilities.

g. encourages continual reassessment of pupil assignment

and facility management Polices since the data base is

readily available and up-to-date.

h. makes it .unnecessary to construct artificial grid

systems to geo-code data.

10
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1. enables the determination of actual distances between

any two Points on a pedestrian or vehicular network.

In addition, the active support of the Census Bureau further

improves the Probability of its continued maintenance. For

instance, the Census Bureau has invested aPproximatelv twelve

.million dollars toward the development of the DIME file concept

and is planning to spend an additional eight million dollars

in .s,,reparation for the 1980 Census. Furthermore, the new law

reouiring a census every five wears will result in an even greater

commitment bw the Census Bureau to maintain the accuracv of existinA

DIME files and exPand the program into other areas. Additional

information on the Census Bureau's Program can be obtained from

the Chief of the GeograPhv Division in Washington, D.C.

Other types of transportation or geographic data bases such

as traffic zone, rectilinear grid, or land parcel files maY also

exist for the region. In general, these data bases do not contain

the necessarv detail nor do they allow for address matchinsl. Thu,

the DIME file Provides more detail with greater flexibility for

infcrmation processing and transportation analysis than these other

data structures.

Although no data can contain every factor that must be

considered in the implementation of a particular school service, the

DIME file does contain sufficient information to enable the meaning-

fL1 analysis of alternatives. Furthermore, it is an existing data

base that is compatible with the present address information on

all student records and that can be improved as the situation

dictates or when resources are available. Moreover, the immediate
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availability of this data is important in a computer aPplication

of this masnitude. The utilization of DIME not only miniadzes

the short-term cost and time for implementations but also imProves

the ProsPects for the continued use of computer-based decision

tools.

I B. Two Interactive Computer Models

Intera ctive comPuting allow s. for a conversational approach

to computer usage. At aroPriate times' the computer can solicit

information from the user, Provide the results of initiel calcula-

tionsy and give additional instructions By responding to a number

of simPle ouestiony a person with no sPeciol training can use the

computer. Conseouentlyy school administrators can work directly

with the co mputer to evaluate the imPact of alternative Policies. The

combination 0-; timelw resPonse and the understanding that results

from the di rect interaction with the computer is likely to wield

unexpected benefits.

The na ture of interactive comPutin0 enables a 'man-machine'

approach to problem solving. The models are designed to take

maximum advantage of the basic computational capabilities of the

comPuter and to Provide output that focuses the user's attention

on the critical areas reouiring human ingenuity. To provide the

the timelw response necessary for interactive comPutiny the

.models must be somewhat limited in scope. However, because

of the user's involvement in the solution process, fewer math-

ematically derived capabilities are reouired. In this environ-

12
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ment, the computer is used to assist, not replace, the decision

maker. However, this does not imply that such models are less

useful. On the contrary, it is exPected thrlt the 4mmediate

access to information and the abilitY t ,3ny alterna-

tives will wield even greater benefit .,1..4.onal mathematical

sophistication.

The availability of information should help administrators

in anticipating rroblems and in identifying their causes rather

than their symptoms. Often, reauests for information remain

unfulfilled because of insufficient time or resources. Although

a auestion maw not seem critical, the answer maw Provide the

warninV signal to the next 'crisis.' Thus, there is a great

potential benefit of timely information that may be difficult

to Predict. These models can be used to respond readily ta-

the hypothetical auestions Posed by the facility and transPorta-

tion Planner. For example,

1. If Hope Elementary is closed, what will be the impact

on the neighboring schools?

2. If grade levels 1 through 3 are assigned to Forest

Elementary and 4 through 6 to Moreland Elementarw,

what will be the Pupil-teacher ratio?

3. What will be the effect of reducing the transportation

eligibility distance from 1.5 miles to 1 mile?

Other Problems might involve the location of a new school

and scheduling the use of existing facilities for community

activities such as day care and adult education programs.

wo interactive comPuter models called PATH and ASSIGN will

1 3
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be described here. The PATH Program determines the shortest dis-

tances between home and school for each Pupil while the ASSIGN

program generates PuPil assignments based on these distances

as well as facility size. These models will be illustrated

using actual data from the DIME file and the f*-tlanta blic

Schools to address several Problems relateo tc assign-

ment.

1 4



II. Pupil Transportation Reeuirements

Fiscal, energy, and racial conerns have focused attention

on the transportation service and emphasized the need for tools

that can accurately determine trF ,tion reeuirements. There

are many factors that must be -53 ,
when determining who is

eligible for transportation. For example, the availability of

Public transit facilities? Personal hazard, and the caPacity to

walk may be taken into account. At this time, however, many states

have established Policies or laws based solely on a measure of

distance between home and school.

The implementation of an established distance measure is

neither politically nor technically simple. The Political

difficulties arise from the uncertainty of a standard Procedure

for measuring these distances. For example, the distances mav be

measured along the route that Parents would take in transporting

their children to school, the route that the school bus would

follow, or the way that the child might walk. Furthermore, these

distances may be calculated to the driveway, mailbox, or doorsteP

of the house with measurements made along the curb or down the

middle of the street. The technical difficulties are created

bv the complexity and size of the transportation network.

The traditional approach to implementing a distance criterion

involves the use of a measurinN wheel and a detailed map or the

superimposition on base maPs of a circle or seuare centered at each

school. These approaches are extremely labor intensive and usually

15
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do not reflect the exact transportation network, but only indicate

a conservative boundary around the area containina those eliaibile

for transportation. In these approaches, the distance data must

then be manually trapferred to the student records.

The implementation of a comPuter proaram for determininN these

distances helps to diminish the subjectivitv in measurement and to

eliminate the time-cor A t ,fer of data. Distauce are

measured on the DIME file network from which streets considered

hazardous to pedestrian movement have been removed. Based on a

network of four thousand seaments, it is Possible to determine

distances to the homes of several hundred elementary school

pupils in only a few seconds. Since the exact distance that a

pupil resides from school is added to the student record rather

han an indication of whether or not the student is eligible for

transportation, it is possible to determine the effects of chana-

ing the distance criterion. For example, the conseouence of

usinN 1.3 or 1.45 miles as the technical interpretation of a

1.6 mile criterion can be evaluated.. It is also Possible to

determine the impact of transporting all pupils on a particular

block when anvone is eligible. Since the model can easilv Provide

a list of names as well as count the pupils eligible for transpor-

tation, a more politicallv appealing interpretaion of the trans-

portation reaulation such as the 'block rule is Permitted throuNh

better enforcement of ridership.

Three computer products are illustrated usina data from the

DIME file and the PATH program;

1. A chart showina the number of pupils residina at various

16
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distances from their assithned school.

2. A plot of all points in the pedestrian network that are

a specified distance from a school.

3. A map of the locations of all Pupils that are at least

a specified distance from their assigned school.

These applications provide a valuable visual description of

a school's enrollment and attendance area.

Table 1 illustrates the y 1 distance'distributions for

three elementary schools. The table entries indicate the number

of Pupils tnat reside farther than the specified dLstance 's.'

These distributions show the degree to which the number of

transportables is sensitive to the specified distance criterion.

For example, in reviewing the Pupil distribution for school 82,

there are 168 pupils living at a distance of at least a ouarter

mile but only 16 residing at a distance of at least a half mile.

Furthermore, the number of pupils within a Particular distance

varies considerably for the other schools. As can be observed,

the percentage of pupils living within one mile of their

assigned schools ranged from 59 to 76 percent.

Figure 2 illustrates the ring of a transportation eligibilitw

rule. All points on the pedestrian network that are exactly one

mile from the particular school are shown. The irregular

shape of this ring indicates the complexity of precisely measuring

accessibility and the inaccuracy of estimates which are based

only on straight line distances. A transparency of the transpor-

tation perimeter can then be placed over a street map.

Figure 3 illustrates the location of pupils that are eligible

17
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Table 1: Pupil Distance Distributions

s miles

Schools

S1 S2 S3

0.25 122 168 207
0.50 93 16 181
0.75 84 11 139
1.00 33 0 91
1.5 7 0 24
1.50 4 0 4

Total 140 239 211

Percent less
than 1 mile 76% 100% 59%

Note:
Each entrw indicates the total number of students
residi.ne farther than the.distance °s° from their
assiened school.

18
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Figure 2: Transport Perimeter
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Figure 3: Display of Transportables
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for transportation, assumina that one mile is specified as the

distance criterion determininN eliaibilitw. This information is

useful in identifwinN the location and size of PuPil cl- 'ers for

estimatina vehicle recruiremel.ts, ne maP (os of (Al PuPil locations

ilidicates the number of pupils residinN outside the jurisdictional

boundaries or inside the attendance area of another school. In

addition, a map of students presentlw assiNned to a school that

will be closed can be used to indicate visuallw the potential

impact on neiNhborina schools.

Manw school swstems alreadw construct similar maps and numeric

tables; thus the substance,of these applications is not entirelw

unfamiliar. What maw be unusual is that these maps can be produced

with minimal expenditure of staff resources and in onlw seconds of

computer time. As a result, it is Possible to produce mans maPs

illustratinN alternate distance criteria or combinations of school

districts with less difficultw and in greater detail than it is

aenerallw Possible to produce manuallw a sinale map.

21
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Facility ii Assignment

Provision of effective educational oPPortunities involves

consideration of both the accessibility to schools and the proper

utilization of academic resources. Continual chanstes in the

characteristics of the student poPulation due to migration,

immigration, and academic progress reauire a freauent reevaluation

of the transportation Policies and facility planning alternatives.

Maximizing the utilization and accessiblity to all schools increases

not only the efficient use of the facilities, but also the

educational benefits aSsociated with a school of a specified size.

Facility planning and pupil transportation are directly related

to pupil assignment. One aspect of facility planning considers the

number of facilities and their caPacities while pupil transportation

considers the distance that pupils reside from their assigned school.

Minimizing the distances that pupils walk or ride to schckol allows

more time for classroom activities as well as increases the other

benefits deriNied from the close proximitw to a school. Assignment

of all pupils to their closest school may be prevented, however, by

limitations on school capacities.

Many factors must be considered before stating the desired

enrollment since there is flexibility in the number of pupils

that could or should be assigned to a particular school. During

periods of growth, some schools can temporarily accommodate a

larger than normal enrollment until additional facilities are

available. When the student population is declining, there maw

22
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be a limit on ti minimum number of Pupils that should be

assidned to justify certain educational prod;ams and the opera-

tion of the facility itself. Furthermore, it is necessary to

maintain the unity of certain student groups. For exmple, all

students livind on the same block midht be considered as an

indivisible drouP. This will help to Prevent the disruption of

families and neidhborhoods.

School districts are formed by the assidnment of pupils or

pupil drouPs to one of the facilities. When Pupils are assigned

to their closest facilitY, total pupil transportation is mini-

mized and compact attendance areas are formed. The attributes

of compactness and minimal transportation are considered to be

favorable characteristics for an assidnment plan. However,

'closest facility assignment maw Produce attendance areas

that vary considerably in Population density, although not

necessarily in spatial area. Having much larger enrollments

in some schools maw b both educationally and ordanizationally

unacceptable.

When it is undesirable or impossible to assidn all puPils to

their closest school, a deneral assidnment Policy must be adopted.

One way of statind this Policy is in terms of an objective that is

subject to facility capacity limitations. Three alternate assidn-

ment rules are presently included in the model:

1. minimize the averade travel distance of all pupils,

2. minimize the averade distance of all pupils who are

eligible for transportation, or

3. minimize the number of puPils elidible for transportation.

2 3
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The Pupil assignments resulting from the implementation of each

objective mav be verv different depending on facility location

and size, pupil location, and the specified transportation

eligibilitv distance.

The model assigns pupils simultaneously to all schools

so that the selected assignment rule is optimized. The computer

program actually completes the task of assigning Pupil groups

to one of the schools rather than delineating attendance areas.

Conseouentiv, this model can be used to generate assignments

according to other measures not related to spatial compactness

such as student Preferences for certain acac!emic or vocational

programs. However, it is Possible to draw attendance bound-

aries bv encircling the locations of students assigned to

each of the schools. In addition to determining and mappinN

pupil-assignment, the Program calculates the number of pupils

eligilbe for transportation and indicates the number assigned

to either their closest or second closest schools.

Figure 4 illustrates an abbreviated output describing the

assignment of 1083 puPils to each of four schools. On the map,

an "S' indicates a school location while a number indicates

the relative location of a pupil grouP. Figure 5 is a three

dimensional Projection showing the considerable variation in

the densitv of the student Population. In referring back

to Figure 4, all students are actuallv assigned to their

closest facilities when considering the apProved pedestrian routes

althoulh the attendance areas do not appear to be compact. The

circle outlines an area that is bisected bv a railroad track so

2 4
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UTILIZATION = .83 IRANSPORTABLE = nn

... .e.
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CAPACITY = 546 AVG DISTANCE = .73
ASSIGNED = 408 MAX DISTANCE = 3.43
UTILIZATION = .75 TRANSPORTABLE = 51

OVERA1L STATISTICS
CAPACITY = 2618 AVG DISTANCE =- .50
ASSIGNED = 1083 MAX DISTANCE = 3.,S
MAX WEIL. = TRANSPORTABLE = 01

ASSIGNMENT OF PUPILS
CLOSEST 1083 SECOND CLOSEST

PUPILS LESS THAN
.50 1.00 1.50 2.D0 2.50 3.00 MILES
780 194 32 32 nn 23

**************************************************************
4
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2 1 1 1 4®4 4 4 4
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3 3 4
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3
3

* 3 3 3
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3 3
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******************4(*******************************************
SCALE 1.11 MILES/INCH

Figure 5: Abbreviated Output of the ASSIGN Model
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that the straight line distance is a poor measure of accessibility.

The sophistication of this modeling effort is critical in such

circumstances. This type of output can be displayed on any

'computer terminal. In addition, a complete listing of pupils

and their assigned schools can be obtained.

Table 2 shows the summary descriptors for the assignments

associated with each assignment rule and three transportation

eligiblity criteria. The first row describes the characteristics

of an assignment when all four facilities are unlimited in size.

In comparison to the other assignments, this solution is superior

with regard to both'the distance and 'closest facility' measures

hut may be unsatisfactory because of the wide range in the size

of the school enrollments. Nevertheless: this solution does

Provide a 'base line' for judging the other assignment plans.

As illustrated in Figure 6, a single objective does not produce

assinments that dominate the other solutions in every respect.

1. Objective 1 is likely to yield superior (minimum)

average and maximum distance measures, and therefore,

more comPact attendance areas.

2. Objective 2 is likely to have more pupils assigned to

either their closest or second closest schools.

3. Objective 3 will yield the smallest number of

transportables.

In specific situations: an assignment may violate these

guidelines because of the reeuirement to preserve the

unity of the PuPil groups.

The ASSIGN model considers only facility capacities and pupil

2 7
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Table 2: Transportation and Pupil Assinment

A. Transportability Criterion Eauals 0.75 Miles

School Assinment
Capacities Objective

Distance. Assinment
Avg Max

1083 1 0.50 3.43 1083 0 166
270 1 0.57 3.57 810 183 232
270 2 0.59 4.12 770 262 167
270 3 0.58 4.19 819 192 166

B. Transportability Criterion Eauals 1.0 Miles

School Assinment Distance Assinment
Capacities Objective Avg Max

1083 1 0.50 3.43 1083 0 109
270 1 0.57 3.57 810 183 151
270 2 0.58 4.12 793 214 109
270 3 0.58 4.19 806 183 109

C. Transportability Criterion Eauals 1.45 Miles

School Assinment Distance Assinment
Capacities Objective Avg Max

1083 1 0.50 3.43 1083 0 109
270 1 0.57 3.57 810 183 87
270 2 -) 0.60 3.43 803 172 81
270 3 0.56 3.57 831 186 81

Key:
Objective 1 Minimize averae distance
Objective 2 Minimize averae distance of transportables
ObJective 3 Minimize transPortables

2 8



Objectives

Figure 6: Comparison of Alternative Objectives

Average Maximum Closest Transport-
Distance Distance Facility ables

1

3

Key:
Objective 1: Minimize average distance
Objective 2: Minimize average distance of
Objective 3: Minimize the transPortables

2 9
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distances. However, there is considerable flexibility in usin the

model to evaluate a variety of policy alternatives that can be

taken into account throuh data pre-processin. For examPle,

existinsi comPuter prorams can be used to construct temporary

data files for pupils in grades 1 throuh 6 and 7 throuh 9. The

ASSIGN model can then be applied to these separate Portions of

the oriinal data base very efficiently. As another example, the

partitionin of the DIME file can be used to Prohibit assian-

ments that miht reauire pupils to cross railroad tracks, brides,

or busy hiAhways. This is accomplished without the addition of

data and its related maintenance Problems. Partitionin the

data base so that only the essential information is used in the

model not only improves the computational efficiency of the

proram but also prevents certain types of errors from affectin

the solution.

30



IV. Schools and Declining Enrollment

School size affects the academic and social environment,

the extent of pupil transportation, and the cost of maintenance

and operation. The capability of a facility to continue serving,

a particular population may be imPortant because schools are

often monuments to civic and national leaders. Furthermore,

it can be very costly to close a facility for one or two sears

and then reopen it. Selecting stable facility locations is

complicated bv the dynamics of neighborhood evolution and

regional mobility.

To illustrate the complementarv nature of decisions

regarding facility location and size, a situation that has

resulted from declining enrollment is investigated. Four

schools with a total capacity of 2618 pupils have an

enrollment of only 1083. The utilization of these schools

ranges from 15 to 83 percent of capacity. Considering

only the Present student population, it is possible to close

any of the four schools and still have sufficient capacity.

In order to evaluate the Potential impact of closing a

school, a number of facility configurations is investigated.

Locations were selected which minimized Pupil transportation

.while balancing school enrollment. Four configurations are

identified, representing.two to five facilities. Then, for

each one of these configurations, a school is removed from

consideration. After adjusting school sizes to reflect the

smaller number of facilities, new pupil assignments are
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determined. This elimination process is followed for each

school in a particular configuration.

The impact of closing a school should reflect the effect

on all the descriptors of an assignment Plan. The following

eaua':ion is used to summarize the change in these descriptors:

I = C C S - 100(M+A) T7/5

where I = impact of a school closing,

C = number of pupils assigned to their closest facility,

S = number of Pupils assigned to their second closest

facility,

M =

A =

T =

maximum distance,

average distance, and

number of transportables.

Increases in the values of the 'closest facility' measures C and

S indicate an improvement while larger values of the remaining

parameters lead to a worsening of the situation. Table 3 contains

,the results of these calculations for each configuration. To

reflect the uncertaintw of which facilitw maw be closed, the

effects of closing all of the schools in a parti'cular configura-

tion are averaged.

This experiment indicates the variability of the impact

of closing a school. With regard to the configuration of

four schools, the impact of a school closing actually resulted

in an. improvement because more pupils were assigned to either

their closest or second closest school. At first, it may seem
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Table 3: Impact of Facility Closing

A. Five-Facility Configuration Reduced to

School Range in Distance
Removed Assignment Avg Max

Four Facilities

Assignment I Impact

1 ,)48--)52 0.64 2.76 825 133 58 -5.8
2 250-254 0.65 2.76 822 104 56 -12.0
3 250-254 0.67 3.55 849 125 79 -.23.2

4 247-257 0.60 3.47 888 116 71 -12.6
,, 245-261 0.68 3.20 738 172 65 -26.4
0 159-218 0.51 2.76 949 23 56

Average impact = -16

B. Four-Facility Configuration reduced to Three Facilities

School Range in Distance Assignment T Impact
Removed Assignment Avg Max

1 357-365 0.69 3.19 869 192 73 8.2
2 359-363 0.77 3.19 927 146 74 8.8
3 360-362 0.76 3.76 934 133 100 -8.8
4 361-361 0.70 3.71 851 2"7:3 87 -2.6
0 214-272 0.62 3.19 821 191 72

Average impact = +1.4

C. Three-Facility Configuration Reduce to Two Facilities

School
Removed

Range in
Assignment

Distance
Avg Max

Assignment T Impact

1 502-506 0.90 3.88 915 93 99 -19.4
2 501-507 0.79 3.57 938 70 82 -7.6
3 501-507 0.98 4.25 924 84 247 -58.0
0 287-362 0.64 3.40 988 20 76

Average impact = -28.3

hey:

C = number of pupils assigned to their closest school
S = number of pupils assigned to their s4Cond closest school
T = number of transportables
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imPossible that there can ever be an improvement in the

assignment measures as a result of closing a school. This

situation can arise when a school is seriously misPlaced

with respect to the present student Population. While

Positive imPact values may not occur often, it is imPortant

to note that closing certain schools in each of the config-

urations has a far less severe effect than closing other facilities.

For example, when the three-facility configuration is reduced,

the impact ranged from -7.6 to a low -58.0. This limited

evidence also suggests that the Possible imPact of closing a

school maw be greatest when the total number of facilities is

smallest.

While these observations maw be obvious, confirmation is

achieved at minimal cost. Furthermore, these measures Provide

Quantitative descriptions of tele relative impact of each

alternative that can be used along with other subjective

considerations,

3 4
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V. SUMMarV

DIME can be used as the central component for a geo-

graphically based management information svstem. It provides

the mechanism for the spatial display of data and for

determining accessibility on either a vehicular or pedestrian

network. In additions this system can be extended to include

other information available from the Census Bureau which

could be used for a variety of socio-economic studies such

as to project student poPulation changes at the block level

and to analyze those areas most affected by the local

school taxing scheme.

The Quality of decisions is often based on the availability

of information. There is a critical need for timely, accurate

data by all school administrators and suPPort personnel for Plan-

ning and management. Moreover, lack of growth in the student

pci,ulation and limited fiscal resources further increase the

importance of prudent decision making. The use of interactive

terminals, which can be connected to the comPuter anywhere

there is a telephones provides the necessary accessibility

to the display and analytical tools described herein.

Public sentiment toward educational and administrative

accountability makes it necessary that more attention be Placed

on the clear presentation of the reasons for reaching a Partic-

ular decision. The tradeoffs among the many, often conflicting,

educa'..ional goals must be explained. Both the visual display of

data as well as demonstrations using comPuter models can be

29



invaluable in communicating the complexity of a given problem.

Furthermore, interactive computing can also be used to allow

the direct involvement of citizens in the Planning Process.
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PREFACE

The 1976 Legislature through statutory language, directed the
Commissioner of Education to develop the necessary computer pro-
grams to provide statistical analyses of integrated data in such

a way that required reports might be disseminated, comparisons
might be made, and relationships might be determined in order to
provide the necessary information for making management decisions
at all levels. In addition, the Legislature further directed that
the Commissioner develop output report formats which would provide
district school systems with information for making management
decisions at various educational levels (Section 229.555(2)(a)7 &
8, F.S.).

This MIS statistical report describes some of the information
available from computer reports produced by the Department of
Education using 1975-76 program cost and Florida Education Finance.
Program Data. It is intended for state, district, and school
level administrators.

In order for this report to be of value to district and school
level administrators, it is essential that they use it in con-
junction with computer printouts appropriate to their scope of
interest. These computer printouts are available from the Depart-
ment of Education, and may be requested on order forms provided

in Appendix B.



INTRODUCTION

Reports containing program cost information are available from the Depart-

ment of Education to meet a variety of administrative needs. These re-

ports are of two types; namely, descriptive and comparative. The descrip-

tive reports show program cost and Florida Education Finance Program

revenue information. The comparative reports show program costs in the

following ways; (1) as percentages of revenues, (2) as percentages of

total program costs, (3) as percentages of total costs for all FEFP pro-

grams, (4) per unweighted FTE, and (5) per weighted FTE. Additionally

comparative reports are also available which show information such as
stafting ratios, approximate average salaries, and salaries per FTE.
Each report also displays information for each of the twenty-six (26)

FEFP programs; for each of the four groups of these FEFP program,
namely, Exceptional, Vocational, Adult, and Basic; and for.all of the

twenty-six (26) FEFP programs.

Each report can also be printed to display state, district, or school

level information as well as various combinations of districts or

schools along with summary totals and averages for any group of districts

or schools.

Except where otherwise noted, each report can display information for

the general (operating) fund, special revenue (contracted proaram)

funds, or for the combination of these funds. The general (operating)

fund accounts for all ordinary operations of a school district which do

not have to be accounted for in another specified fund, including some

capital outlay expenditures. The special revenue (contracted program)

funds account for special projects in which limitations on the use of

monies are specified by the legal authority establishing the fund, and,

generally, these resources cannot be diverted to other uses. Most of

the funds from the federal accountable p.rograms are classified as special

revenue. The combination of these funds intludes all monies for the

operation of a school district's programs.

The reports which are available are described on the following pages.

Copies of the state level reports at the time of publication appear in

this document. Definitions of key terms are contained in Appendix A.

District and school level reports in the same format as illustrated in

this document are available free of charge upon request to all Florida

Legislative, DOE, and public school district staff when the use to be

made of the reports is within the scope of the staff member's official

duties. All others may request reports at cost. Instructions for or-

dering program cost analysis reports are in Appendix B.

Many other analyses of program costs are being conducted. If your inter-

analyzing these data extend beyond the scope of this document,

plee feel free to contact the DOE at the address or phone number given

Aopendix B.

1
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PROGRAM COST REPORT

This report displays on two pages, the expenditures for the cost
elements/totals; namely, salaries, employee benefits, purchased
services, materials and supplies, other expenses, capital outlay,
total direct costs, school indirect costs, total school costs,
district indirect costs, and total program costs. Also displayed

on this report is the amount of revenue earned through the Florida
Education Finance Program (See FEFP Adjusted Revenue Report.).
Then the total direct, total school, and total program costs as
percentages of the FEFP revenue are displayed. (Note: These per-

centages on the special revenue (contracted program) funds report
are meaningless for most purposes.) The percentage criteria in
Section 237.34(3)(a), F.S. apply only to the total school cost as
a percent of FEFP adjusted revenue.

which can be answered with this report for the state,
cli.::.ric?ts, and schooZs:

How much was expended for any FEFP program or group
of FEFP programs anci for any cost element/total?

What percentage of the FEFP adjusted revenue earned
by any FEFP program or group of FEFP programs was
expended for total direct, totaZ school, or total
program costs?

The state level reports which follow and their respective page
numbers are:

1975-76 Program Cost Report, General (Operating) 3 & 4

Fund Expenditures

1975-76 Program Cost Report, Special Revenue 5 & 6

(Contracted Program) Funds Expenditures

1975-76 Program Cost Report, General (Operat-
ing) and Special Revenue (Contracted Program)

7 & 8

Funds Expenditures

7
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17 4121202 65,826 1921761 234,842 59,287 1,607428 20721746
18 246,719 40,742 177,660 142,294 11,413 1,573,543 2,192071
19 1291323 21,626 13,077 701647 54,115 702,207 991,052
20 276,267 461741 23,119 171423 28,886 236080 649,421A 64,898 11,069 6,172 141621 MD 113,447 4131095

1,414,915 200,890 559,405 550,074 163,679 4,7541269 1,445,232

22 7631566 117,883 201665 186,051 156,630 133085 1,4271880
23 65,201 81962 436 81235 93,259 3,591 173,684

8281707 126,845 211101 194128o 249,889 186,670 1,6071564

24 268501756 4,536006 4651336 1,794,455 440,174 1,260,440 3513411967
25 15.858.288 2,663,914 439.447 1,319,902 286051 1,274,670 21,842,872
26. 1,936,22$ 302,334 121,023 1951994 37,354 364,110 1,941438

44,645,267 7,497,254 11251806 3,314,351 764,179 2099,020 601145,07

47,990,508 81047,493 1,0951356 41116,075 1,210,806 7,998,059 71,123,897

SUMMARY TOTAL



SOM4ARY TOTAL

FILE NJ. 05.084-2 FLORIDA DEPARTMENT J1- EDUCATION

1475-76 PROGRAM COST REPORT

SPECIAL REVENUE KONTRACTE0 PROGRAM) FUNOS EXPENDITORES

GROUP SUMMARY TOTALS

SUMMARY TOTAL

PAGE OF

12/11/16

PROGRAM NAME ANU NO.

EDUCABLE MENTALLY RtTAR3E0 01

TRAINABLE MENTALLY PETARCED 02

PHYSICALLY HANDICAPPED 03

PHYSICAL AND OCCUPATIONAL THERAPY PT 04

SCHOOL

INDIRECT

COSTS

.286

I.11

TOTAL SCHOOL

COSTS

676767
493;059

1571440

29073

DISTRICT

INDIRECT

COSTS

189,966

139;380

70;607

19;811

TOTAL PROSRAM

COSTS

861; 733

6331039

2281027
49,184

COST AS A PERCENT OF
FEFP ADJUSTED REVENUE

TOTAL* TOTAL* TOTAL

DIRECT*SCHOOL*PROGRAM

2 3 4

3 7 9

5 6 9

1.$ 13 a

FEFP

ADJUSTED

REVENUE

/3;123;731
3,810,921

21456,423

224;439
SPEECH AND HEARING THERAPY PT ( 141;517 27080 174,877 1 I 2 1)17271229
JEAF (u 178,257 23,990 2021241 5 1 Il 2,63)673
VISJALLY HANDICAPPED PT 29;825 26,188 56;013 7 8

VISJALLY HANDICAPPED 00 28,898 5,386 34,284 14 14 .1 20 )

EMOTIONALLY DISTURBED PT 09 1311 27;529 441586 10,115 1 1 i J,490,

EMOTIONALLY DISTURBED 10 100,193 190,344 83;000 2731 344 3 6 b 3,4381857
SOCIALLY MALADJUSTEO 11 378,663 488,382 260;466 748,848 8 37 51 11314,255
SPECIFIC LEARNING DISAdILITY PT 12 81024 386;130 10315d6 485,716 1 2 2 2103,90)
SPECIFIC LEARNING DISABILITY 13 5,417 100;656 49,843 130;499 5 5 7 1;994,224
GIFTEO PT 14 11,962 36622 10;232 42,854 0 I 1 4,741,233
HOSPITAL ANU HOMEBUONO PT 15 21,470 69,144 121049 81;193 7 10 11 70;626

SUBTOTAL FOR EXCEPTIUNAL PROGRAMS 1,107;299 3,031023 1,044,450 4;075,973 2 4 5 83,563,352

VOCATIONAL EDUCATION I 16 205;554 1;1241101 131;037 1;255;138 4 5 5 231074,603
VOCATIONAL EDUCATION II 17 526;343 310991089 431;206 3;530,295 5 6 7 47,944,3JJ
VOCATIONAL EDUCATION III Id 544;181 2,136;552 383;272 31119,824 3 4 5 65101),412
VOCATIONAL EDUCATION IV 19 158,100 1;2491152 309;162 1,558,314 2 2 3 53,525,965
VOCATIONAL EDUCATION V 20 100;665 730;086 73,622 8031708 6 6 7 11,351,297

m VOCATIONAL EDUCATION VI 21 93042 313,037 130;136 4431173 2 3 4 1O,108,938

SUBTOTAL FOR VOCATIONAL PROGRAMS 1,008,785 9;252017 1,458;435 10,710,452 3 4 5 213,415;645

ADU,T 0AS1 AND HIGH SCHOOL 21 222081 1,650;261 519;365 2;169,626 6 7 10 267601576
ADULT COMMUNITY SEkVICE 23 10;196 199;880 11,544 212,424 24 27 28 747,999

SUdTOTAL FOR ADULT PROGRAMS 242,577 1050;141 531009 2,3132, 050 7 8 10 23,508;515

K 3 BASIC 24 4,8301264 40.172,231 6;638078 46,810,009 10 11 13 370,893,275
q BASIC 25 3,089,025 25,731,897 6886407 32,620,304 4 5 0 512,147;740

10 - 11 BASIC 26 1;158;161 4;119,199 2,449,399 61568,598 I 2 3 203.287;243

SUBTOTAL FOR BASIC PROGRAMS 9477;450 10,023027 15076,184 85,9991511 6 6 8 1,080,378,257

TOTAL Fbk ALL FEFP PROGRAMS 131036,111 84;151v008 19010;978 103,167,986 5 6 7 1,405;865104

THE THREE COLUMNS LABELED 'COST AS A PERCENT OF FEFP ADJUSTED REVENUE' DISPLAY FOR EACH PROGRAM THE TOTAL DIRECT, THE TOTAL SCHOOL,
AND THE TOTAL PROGRAM COSTS AS PERCENTAGES OF THE FEFP ADJUSTED REVENUE

II 15

SUMMARY TOTAL 'SUMMARY TOTAL



iUM14RY MAL

FIL: NO. 05.064-1 DI>ARIliNT OF EUUCAII.11

IV)-1.) PROGRAM COSI ,qaT

APAL ILIPLoATING) SPELIAI KtVtfik (CUNNAC:0 FUNJS 100)11UktS

PR,)URAM NAIE AND NU.

EDUC4LE MENTALLY 'N'TWED 31

IRAINA3LE MENTALLY nEfAROED 02

PHYSICALLY HANDICAPPEO 03

PHYSICAL AND OCCUPAIIMAL THERAPY PT 04

SA1AKIE3

2 j 089 1160

01L11,301

2,412,724

3071972

soAMARY T1TALS

OPLOYE PORCHASEu

B0NEFITS SERVICES

31222,19.J 148111,

475,503 15,977

392,410 111,052

46539 871C12

MATEOALS
t WPPL1Fi

7,4,J!
159,821

53,601

7,27)

JTHER

EXPENSES

o3,150
62,864

27,202
51523

CAPITAL
OUTLAY

215,059
05,574

35,254

1,203

)PEECH AND HEARING TOPY PT 05 7,051,284 1,30,903 40,949 951530 69,157 20,401

JEAF Oo 212061055 347,640 25020 42,556 16,471 J1,561

VISJALLY HANDICAPPED PT 01 774,823 1131062 '1,338 5,473 1061 12,210

VISJALLY HANDICAPPED Od. 43303,: 35,50o 411 1,526 2,535 1,126

EMOTIONALLY DISTUR6E3 PT 09 3,118,109 501,219 13031 53,483 30,697 131720

EMOTIONALLY DISTUR6i) 10 4,243,251 690,250 149,054 1101106 51,899 55,819

SOCIALLY MALADJUSTED 11 2,805,444 4)2,254 16,119 116,124 25,166 39,323

SPECIFIC LEARNIN6 UISABILITY PI 12 13,616,859 211401011 43,489 250,863 117,955 59,811

SPECIFIC LEARNING DrABILITY 13 2,808,158 4471823 8,087 52,142 18,195 14,700

GIFTED PT 14 5,268,179 763141/ 34,i4. 118,78J 36,751 471481

HOSDITAL AND HOMEdOONO PT 15 2,31,807 340,646 70,240 2012`.13 42,732 7,306

SUBIOIAL hjii EXCEPTIOA4L PROGRAMS ,Ati44 11,57305) 342,769 1,812,720 776,436 626,702

VOCATIONAL EDUCATION I 16 1,u7,807 1,100,414 307,921 812,701 81,252 1,2611711

VOCATIONAL LOUCATUN II 11 0,221,830 2,766199 4641164 1,4861256 354,843 21377,571

VOCATIONAL EDUCATUN III 16 280231462 4,371,010 4471171 1,580071 416,727 2,418,959

VOCATIONAL EDUCATILIN IV 19 27,6901539 4,207,625 275,843 1,205,044 433036 1;240,760

VOCATIONAL EDOCCION V 23 9,744,946 1,494,043 104344 314,661 131,791 5201741

, VOCATIONAL EDUCATION VI 21 0,0091686 11214o375 179,940 261,866 115,225 252,822

SUBTOTAL FOR VOCATIONAL PROGRAMS 99,84093 15,220,326 1,839,363 5,7811271 115431174 81072,564

ADULT BASIC AND HIGH SCHOOL 22 11,435,832 1,680,208 89,838 669,664 516,030 390,670

ADULT COMMUNITY SERVICE 23 1,5611026 212,077 10,179 55,120 230,380 32,176

SU6TOTAL FOP ADULT PROGRAMS 12,990,660 1,892,345 106,017 1251364 746,416 422446

'K ) BASIL 24 237,214,002 37030,237 1,036,765 10,528133/ 21501,014 3,1101219

4 bASIC 25 350,800,275 54,941,543 1060,400 13,543,147 3,7041432 4,338015

10 - 12 BASIC 26 138,8731476 21,139,395 1,022,951 6,056,880 11207,859 2,798,057

SU8TOTAl FOR BASIC PRMAMS 730893,754 113,087,175 31726162 30,126,364 7;421,305 10,247,251

TOTAL FUR ALL FEFP FRO6R4MS 920,2051028 141,773,601 01514,351 36,447,734 10,481,333 19,369,423

16

SUMMARY TOTAL

PAGE 07

12/11/15

TOTAL DIRECT

COSTS

23,233,55)
65711402
3092,597
458p439

6,168,284

1076925
922017
274,995

3,733,659

5,333,447
'31435,640

15,428,194

3,341,135

6,288021
2,334087

90,363,566

10,719,872
2516731863

11,066,486

35,17)1147

12,373,526
13,033,914

132040,806

14,782008
201071553

16,889,868

291,40416h
43500),M
111098;618

891,53,031

1,136,799,275

SUMARY TOTAL
WMARY TOTAL



)11414. V 1C14L

F117 'ri. u5,064-1

P R4m NMi 4N0

!-LORIU4 li-ARTMENT OF EDUCAT IJN

191)-16 PROGRAM COSTREPORT

1oPF41ilVI 1)EdAL kEOINOt (CONTRACTED PRJO4M) rONJS EXPENO I TURES

c,ROuP SUMMARY TOT AL S

N '.,LHOCL

I N01 RECT

LOST S

1.11AL SCHOIL

CUST

01 slk ICT

IN GIRECT

WS IS

TOTAL PROURAM

COSTS

COST AS A PERCENT OF
FE FP ADJUSTED REVENUE

TOTAL* TOTAL* TOTAL
UIRECTIIISCHOOLSPROGRAM

SUMMARY T OT AL

PAGE 08

12/ 17/70

FEFP

AOJUS TED

REVENUE

mEkii4LLY Kf TWED 01 12,093,400 36332195) 5,497,325 4 2 83 0, 2 80 13 107 123 .J4,731,242

61F 4ENT4L1 Y PERON) 72 31518,93) 11,046(301 1,586,33o 12,682,643 75 11,0 126 10,065,187

PHYJRAILY HANOICAPPEO A 1,179,711 630103.) 40021346 17 106 22 4.:)23,453

HYJI(,4 AND OCCV4TIOAL THER4P) P1 04 165 (801 1,241240 95,9' 723,233 93 121 ,1 493,97'

HEArING THE,Opv pi OS 117i0,144 11,105,425 1,679,4 13,387 862 53 00 1 1") J61,3

9tto: 1/) 91' ,,"70 3,047,201 511, ,158.15F v .3') 1.) 3,334,1)1

W 1%0 HATJILAPPEO 01 z/,,i1 1111,1393 405, ii 119 140 1,004,005

!,1LLy mADICAPPE1: 941.14/ 309 old 521)15 4?1, 10., 140 160 46317130

Akt f lIS1UR0D I LI 1,,JJ,31) ), 133,872 791,343 51545,215 53 73 84 7,074,224

MALL Y 01STU RdI0 10 2,206!610 7,5071013 1,131,754 8,638,827 lb 108 124 8,967,158

LIC, I ALI', m41,1DJUSiEo
LI 1,954 (0(2 5,390,502 862,363 6,252,665 75 122 141 4,4231486

3PE,11-ft L U1SAd1 LI TY Pf 12 5,064,912 26093,906 3,142,202 25,236,108 52 70 BO 31,493,581

SPFCIft LA!OINC DISAtILITY 13 1,528,351 4,817,402 703.691 5,581,153 86 125 143 3091,008

dr 14 2,843,310 9(131031 11/901806 10,421,737 58 84 90 1J ,tils rbs

HCSd I T AL 4%0 .tumf. 6uuND PT 1) 193,164 6191,251 425,239 3,422,490 '3 100 114 310051020

AlidIAL LA Ext:LdluNAL PRIJaAmS 3 / (J13,601 121,317,115 18,614,766 145,991,961 05 92 105 133,454,191

IUNAL OUC4TIu I
10 5,923,497 11,04.1369 2,061,451 181714,82C 43 60 15 25 ,J81,031

k 1 1 ON Al DLIC. AT1ON I 1 11 151/20,412 40,897,215 5,361,111 40,258,986 52 di 94 44 09)1102

, .411iNAL EDL1C AT IJN Ill Id 22,375,159 60,441.645 1,928,4d4 68,S09/ 929 55 80 99 6) ,j6) 091

,JC4T1ONA1 EDUCATION IV 19 23,445,265 55,024,412 7,763,107 66,384,519 b4 106 120 5)1314,443

VOCATIONAL EDUCATION V '20 5,864,214 13,234.740 2,1731979 z0,504 715 104 153 112 11,91040

VOCATIONAL EDOCJON VI 21 0,107,176 16,1411090 2,162,486 18,304,176 14 11,5 Lit 1,0)3094

SUWTAL Fu VOL4iliN4L PROOOS 78 042,323 210,963,131 27,5601078 238 551,20 59 4 10u 224,495,40L

ADUL f BASIC AND H1611 SOOOL 22 6,550,446 21,336754 417441943 26,077,691 63 91 111 43,505 059

ADULT COMMUN I TY SER 1/1,1E 2.1 870,049 20978,209 802,561 3,780,770 103 145 184 2,044,300

SUBTOTAL FUT/ 4ouLT 46k4ms 7,421,095 241310063 5,547,504 /9058,467 66 95 111 25,01,,859

K
24 1,65,1481182 450,756916 52,460,506 509,213,422 79 123 13 / 3 /J 1893 ( 2 /5

4 - I!AS IC 25 279,222,637 114,223,416 79,539,546 793,7621962 85 139 155 5131192,397

14 .2 hASIC 26 104,608,031 175,7061649 30,6471550 306,354,199 80 129 143 214,443,203

Sari ; AL FUR 84 S IC PR3GR4MS 549,084950 I ,446,682,981 162,647,602 1,609,3301583 82 132 140 1 (09d 1025,875

TJTAL FUR ALL FEFP POGRAMS 071,555,975 1009054,45J 214,377,970 6013,732,220 76 122 134 1,48/ (193,387

THE THEE COLUMNS L 40ELE 0 'CUST AS A PERCENT OF PEFP ADJUSTED REVENUE, OISPLAY FOR EACH POGRAM THE TOTAL DIRECT , TME TOTAL VAJOL,

4NO THE TOTAL WG4AM ',LISTS 4S PERCENTAGES UF THE FEFP 43005T ED RFVENJE

18 19

SUMIARY TOTAL
SUMMARY TOT AL



FEFP ADJUSTED REVENUE REPORT

This report displays an amount for each program which reprsents the

FEFP dollars earned. With this amount a comparison can be made with

the total school costs to determine compliance with the crit, f-ia in

Section 237.34(3)(a), F.S. The FEFP adjusted -venue amount inLiudes

all non-categorical FEFP funds and equired local effort dollars.

This report is only available for the general (operating) fund.

The unweighted FTE and prorated adjustments are those which were current

on May 25, 1976. Thus the estimated June, 1976 FTE count is reflected

in all calculations, not the June actual. Minimum guarantee, prorated

adjustment, and prior year adjustment are prorated to schools and pro-

grams based upon unweighted FTE. Because of the rounding of figures in

printing, addition horizontally and vertically may be discrepant by a

small amount.

Questions which can be answered with this report for the state, district,

ad schools:

What was the unweighted FTE for any FEFP program or group of

FEFP programs?

What was the weighted FTE for any FEFP program or group of

FEFP programs?

What was the ineligible weighted FTE fbr any FEFP program or

group of FEFP programs?

What was the FEFP revenue fbr any FEFP progra!N or group of

FEFP programs?

What was the FEFF adjusted revenue for any FEFP program or

group of FEFP programs? -

What was the FEFP adjusted revenue per unweighted FTE for

anb PEP? program or group of FEFP programs?

The state level report which follows and its page number are:

1975-76 FEFP Adjusted Revenue Report 10

2 0

9



SUMMARY TOTALS

FILE NO. 05.132 FLORIDA OFPAm t.17.NT UF EDUCV1.,

]975-76 FEFP t-Ju)4 kEVENUE kEPJPI

GROUP SUMMARY TOTALS

SUMMARY TUTALS

PAGE 10

12/16/76

PROGRAM NAME AND NO. * FULL-TIME EQUIVALENT STUDENTS *

UN0EIGHTE0 WEIGHTED INELIGIBLE

RFPCRTED REPORTED WEIGHTED

FEFP

REVENUE

* ADJUSTMENTS *

PRORATED PRIOR YEAR

FEFP
ADJUSTED

REVENUE

FEFP $

PER

UN.FTE

EGUCA8tE MENTALLY RETAR)ED 01 201199.96 47,839.95 232.56 35,084,612 318,222- 351147- 34,731,242 1,670

TRAINABLE MENTALLY RETAiDED 02 4,561.24 13,683.72 0.00 10,146,678 70;202- 8,2e- 10,0661189 2,237

PHYSICALLY HANDICAPPED 03 1,526.48 5,342.68 0.00 41050,146 24,027-. 2,666- 4023,453 2,636

PHYSICAL AND OCCUPATIONAL THERAPY PT 04 111.00 666.00 3.00 492,588 11112- 99 490,915 4,423

SPEECH ANU HEARING THERAPY Pf 05 2,303.77 23,031.10 266.62 1619061333 35,554- 3,402- .16861,311 7,322

DEAF 00 1,120.62 41482.48 0.00 3,352,654 17,444- 1,104- 3,334,101 2075

VISUALLY HANDICAPPED PT 07 134.06 11340.63 0.00 1,006,311 2,095- 151- 1,0041005 7,490

VISUALLY HANDICAPPED 08 98.79 345.76 0.00 1651690 1,575- 335- 263,780 4,670

EMOTIONALLY DISTURBED PT 09 1,316.16 9,871.20 311.67 74951956 201315- 1,419- 7,074,124 5,315

EMOTIONALLY DISTURBEd 10 2,768.73 10,244.19 870.57 71011,918 431012- 11648- 619611258 2,516

SOCIALLY MALADJUSTED 11 2,587.5o 3,951.39 64.70 4,469,336 401943- 41905- 414231488 11713

SPECIFIC LEARNING DISABILITY PT 12 0,274.45 47,358.37 5,076.81 31,606,813 98,582- 141644- 31 t4931587 5,019

SPECIFIC LEARNING DISABILITY 13 2,263.58 5,206.23 18.02 3,9311349 351686- 2.995- 3,8921668 1,720

GIFTED PT i 14 5,075.59 15,226.77 701.25 10,904,589 79,412- Or359- 10,818,758 2,132

HOSPITAL AND HOMEBOUND PT 15 270.21 4,054.05 0.00 3,010,594 41105- 409- 310061023 111122

SUBTOTAL FOR EXCEPTIONAL PROGRAMS 51,21/.25 194,151.11 7,542.40 139,335,569 7931006- 83,372- 136459,111 2,704

VOCATIONAL EDUCATION I lo 1,923.18 33,752.75 3.26 25,2281414 12417118-. 211996- 2510811631 31166

VOCATIONAL EDUCATION LI 11 25,314.37 661629.94 0,00 491532,367 392,066- 50#199- 491090,132 11939

VOCATIONAL EDUCATION III 18 43,084.21 93,923.58 0.00 69,802,217 668,108- 701778- 691063,391 1,03

VOCATIONAL EDUCATION IV 19 45,016.94 76,078.63 213.07 561082,504 692,569- 701438- 55,3191496 1,229

VOCATIONAL EDUCATION V 20 11,871.09 101419.53 301.83 12113E4509 1841828- 211233- 11,932,448 1,005

-VOCATIONAL EDUCATIDN VI 21 16,900.06 191773.07 458.07 141296,910 2600507- 28,010- 14408,394 829

SUBTOTAL FOR VOCATIUNAL PROGRAMS [50,109.85 3061971.49 11042.23 22710801980 21326865- 262,653- 2241495,462 1,496

ADULT BASIC AND HIGH SCHOOL 22 26,010.53 33,293.48 1,336.69 241032,419 409,179- 571681- 231565639 906

ADULT COMMUNITY SERVI:E 23 4,227.55 2,853.60 4.52 21124,760 66,580- 8,880- 2/049,303 485

SUBTOTAL FOR ADULT PROGRAMS 301238.08 361147.07 1041.21 26,1511178 4751759- 661561- 25,614,859 847

- ) BASIC 24 4141087.31 510,983.81 0.00 3771993,291 61315,155- 724,861- 3701893,215 896

4 - 9 dAsic

10 - 1 BASIC

2)

26

710,721.01

206,674.80

710,721.01

295,542.28,

0.00

MO
5251448,559

2191021,987

1019511228-

4,1481444-

112041935-
433,339-

513,2921397
214,440,203

722

798

ABTJAL FOR BASIC PROGRAMS 17393,483.18 1,517,241.10 0.00 1112214631837 21,4141828- 20631135- 1,098,625147) 768

1ON1 Fuk ALL FEFP PROGRAMS

iUTES:

17625,043.36 2,054,722.17 91925.84 100034565 251066,458- 2,775,721- 11481,195/387 915

REF) REVENUE WEIGHTED REPORTED FIE MINUS INELIGIBLE WEIGHTED FTE MULTIPLIED BY BASE STUDENT COST 131451 MULTIPLIED BY DISTRICT

COST DIFFERENTIAL IX.XXXX/ PLUS MINIMUM GUARANTEE MINUS EDUCATIONAL TRAINING EXPENDITURE OF $5 PER UNWEIGHTEO FTE

JNwEIGHTED REPORTED FTE AND PRORATED ADJUSTMENTS ARE THOSE WHICH WERE CAREN! ON MAY 25, 1976

MINIMUM GUARANTEE, PRORATED ADJUSTMENT, ANU PRIOR YEAR ADJUSTMENT ARE PRORATED TO SCHOOLS AND PROGRAMS BASED UPON uNWEIGHTEJ FTE

8EC4USE OF THE ROUNDING OF FIGURES IN PRINTING, ADDITION HORIZONALLY AN0 vERTICAO MAY BE DISCREPANT BY A SMALL AMOUNT

21UMMARY TOTALS

22
SUMMARY TOTALS



STAFF AND SALARY ANALYSIS REPORT

This report displays staffing ratios, approximate average salaries, and
salaries per FTE for the combined general (operating) and special rev-
enue (contracted program) funds only.

The staff units utilized in this report are those used in cost account-
ing for direct cost proration and indirect cost attribution purposes.
They represent full-time equivalent teachers only. However, the salary
amounts utilized in this report represent all direct salaries which in-
clude teachers, substitute teachers, and classroom paraprofessionals.
Therefore the salary per staff unit amount will be greater than the
average teacher salary.

Questions which can be answered with this report fbr the state, districts,
and schools:

What was the unweighted FTE fbr any FEPP program or group of
FEFP programs?

What was the amount of full-time equivcZent staff units fbr
each FEFP program or croup of FEFP programs?

What was t',e staffing ratio, that is, unweighted FTE divided
by staff units, fbr any FEFP program or group of FEFP programs?

How much was expended for salaries fbr the combined general
(operating) and special revenue (contracted program) funds
for any FEFP program or group of FEFP programs?

What amount of combined salaries was expended per staff unit
(approximate average salary) fbr any FEFP program or group of
FEFP programs?

What amount of combined salaries was expended per unweighted
FTE fbr any FEFP program or group of FEFP programs?

The state level report which follows and its page number are:

1975-76 Program Cost Staff and Salary Analysis Report 12

11

23



SUMMARY IDTALS

FILE NO. 05.133 FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

1975-76 PROGRAM COST STAFF AND SALARY ANALYSIS REPORT

GROUP SUMMARY TOTALS

PROGRIC, NAME ANO NO. UNWEIGHTED

FTE

STAFF

JNITS

UI.FTE PER
STAFF UNIT

GENERAL ANU

SPECIAL REV.
FUNDS SALARIES

GEN. AND SPEC.

REV. FUNDS SAL
PER STAFF UNIT

EDUCABLE MENTALLY RETARDED 11 4J1799.98 1/886.DO 11.03 4016891 166 109970

TRAINAOLE MENTALLY RETARDED 02 4.561.24 565.9S 8.06 6,217, 601 101986

PHYSICLLY HANDICAPPED 03 1 626.48 213.93 7.14 21472; 724 11,559

PHYSICAL AND OCCUPATIONAL THERAPY PT 04 111.00 28 .?2 3.92 301/ 912 101815

SPEECH ANO HEARING THERAPY PT 05 2,303.77 708.96 345 716511 284 10,792

DEAF 06 1,120.62 192.11 5.J2 2,206, 05! 11,448

VISUALLY HANDICAPPED PT 07 134.06 47,11 2.00 714, 823 11646
VISUALLY HANDICAPPED 08 98.79 21.32 4.63 233, 832 10,968

EMOTIONALLY DISTURBED PT 09 10316.16 310.51 4.24 31118, 109 101042

EMOTIONALLY DISTURBED 10 2.768.78 413.28 6.75 4,2431251 10,342

SOCIALLY MALADJUSTED li 2 #587.56 239.81 10.19 2,8051 444 11 r 699

SPECIFIC LEARNING DISABILITY PT 12 61274.45 11252 42 5.01 13;6161859 10; 876

SPECIFIC LEARNING DISABILITY 13 2,263,58 257.11 8.80 2,8081 158 101922

GIFTED PT 14 5,075.59 449.43 11.29 5,268, 179 11,722

HOSPITAL AND HOMEBOUND PI 15 270.27 198.35 1.36 2,3161 867 11 ;681

SUBTOTAL FOR EXCEPTIONAL PROGRAMS 511212.25 6601.81 7.53 14,730, 924 10,987

VOCATIONAL EDUCATION I 16 7423.18 623.33 Ic.71 71087, 807 114371
VOCATIONAL EDUCATION II 17 25,314.11 1,604.48 15.76 18,221, 830 111357
VOCATIONAL EDUCATION III 18 43,084.21 2634.52 17.00 28,8231282 11,312
VOCATIONAL EDUCATION IV 19 451016.94 2,529.54 17.80 27,696, 539 10,949

VOCATIONAL EDUCATION V 20 111871.09 764.34 15.53 9,7441 946 121749

VOCATIONAL EDUCATION VI 21 16,900.06 662.43 25.51 80091686 121091

^24 SUBTOTAL FOR VOCATIONAL PROGRAMS 150,109.85 81718.64 17.22 991584,090 11;422

ADULT BASIC AND HIGH SCHOOL 22 26,010.53 1072.89 18.95 111 WI 832 81330

ADULT COMMUNITY SERVICE 23 4,227.55 195.56 21.64 1,561; 026 71982

SUBTOTAL FOR ADULT PROGRAMS 30,23848 1/568.c 19.28 1419961860 81286

K - 3 BASIC 24 414,087.31 20,511.53 20.19 237,214, 002 11065

- 9 BASIC 25 710021,01 311281.41 22.72 356,806,276 11,406

10 - 12 BASIC 26 268,674.80 12,387.74 21.69 1381813, 416

SUBTOTAL FOR BASIC PR30RAM5 11393,483.18 64;180.68 21.71 132,8931 754 11,419

TOTAL FOR ALL FEFP PROGRAMS ;625/043.36 81,269.58 20.00 920,2051628 11,323

SUMMARY TOTALS

PAGE 12

12/17/76

GEt1. AND SPEC.
REV. FUNDS SAL

PER UN,FTE

995

11363
11620

2,775

3 ;321

1 469
5 ,180

2 067
21369
11533
11084
11170
1 t241
1 ;038
8 ;512

1,4)9

895

720
669

615

821

414

653

440

359

430

573

532

511

526

550
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PROGRAM COSTS EXPRESSED AS PERCENTAGES OF TOTAL PROGRAM COSTS

This report displays for each FEFP program and group of FEFP programs
the percentage which the expenditure for any cost element/total was
of the total expenditure for that program.

Questions which can be answered with this report for the state, districts,

and schools:

What percent of the total FEFP amount expended for any FEFP
program or group of FEFP programs was expended for salaries?
This question could be asked for any cost element/totallnot
just salaries.

How much more (or less) percentage-wise based on program
totals was being expended in any FEFP program or group of
FEFP programs for school indirect costs than for district
indirect costs? This question could be asked for any two
cost elements/totals, not just indirect costs.

How much more (or less) percentage-wise based on program
totals was expended for salaries in one FEFP program than
for salaries in any other FEFP program? This question could

be asked for any cost element/total, not just salaries. In

addition the percentage comparison could be made between any
combination of FEFP programs and groups of FEFP programs.
Furthermore the percentage comparison could be made between
any combination of school, district, state, and group summary

reports.

The state level reports which follow and their respective page numbers

are:

1975-76 Program Costs Expressed as Percentages of Total
Program Costs, General (Operating) Fund Expenditures 14

1975-76 Program Costs Expressed as Percentages of Total
Program Costs, Special Revenue (Contracted Program)
Funds Expenditures 15

1975-76 Program Costs Expressed as Percentages of Total
Program Costs, General (Operating) and Special Revenue
(Contracted Program) Funds Expenditures 16

26

13



)11M4ARY TOTAL SUMMARY TOTAL

FILE NO. C5.111 12/1t/16 FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIUN PAGE 14

1915-16 PROGRAM COST REPORT

GENERAL (OPERATING) FUND EXPENDITURES

PROaAM LOSTS EXPRESSED AS PERCENTAGES OF TOTAL PROGRAM COSTS

GROUP SUMMARY TOTALS

PRJGkAM NAME AND NO SALARIES EMPLOYEE PURCHASE MATERIALS OTHER CAPITAL TOTAL SCHOOL TOTAL DISTRICT TOTAL

BENEFITS SERVICES SUPPLIES EXP. OUTLAY DIRECT INDIRECT SCHOOL INDIRECT PROGRAM
COST COSTS COSTS COSTS COSTS

ECUC46LE MENTALLY RETARUEU 01 48.41 104 0.31 1.65 0.55 0.43 58.4 28.49 81.35 12.65 103.00

TRAINAdLE MENTALLY RETARDED 02 50.39 1.09 0.56 1.21 0.61 0.36 6141 26,92 87.99 12.01 103.00

PHYSICALLY HANDICAPPED 03 51.31 8.1/ 2.31 1.00 0.52 0.39 63.72 24.31 88.03 11.97 100.00

PHYSICAL AND OCCUPATIONAL THERAPY PT 04 43.48 6.42 12.24 0.49 0.61 0.10 63.75 24.51 88.25 11.75 103.03

SPEECH AND HEARING THERAPY PT 05 51.18 8.i8 0,35 0.68 0.46 0.15 67.00 20.49 87.50 12.50 100.00

DEAF 06 53.63 8.48 0.30 0.19 0.45 0.46 63.90 23.18 87.68 12.32 103.00

V1SJALLY HANDICAPPEO PT 07 56,36 8.24 0.69 0.40 0.50 0.05 66.25 20.04 86.28 13.72 105.00

VIDALLY HANDICAPPED 08 54.15 8.13 0.10 0.38 0.64 0.26 63.75 24.07 87.83 12.11 100.00

EMOTIONALLY DISTURBED PT 09 52,99 8.51 0.19 0.81 0.52 0.22 63.31 23.90 81.21 12.79 100.00

EMOTIONALLY DISTURBED 10 50.12 8.15 1.70 1.11 0,61 0.54 62,28 25.18 87.46 12.54 103.00

sOCIALLY MALADJUSTED 11 49.55 7.65 0.27 1.94 0.44 0.58 60.43 28.64 89.06 10494 100.03

4PkCIFIL LEARNING DISABILITY PT
551.142 00:11

0.45 0.20 64.35 23,31 87.12 12.28 103.00

SPECIFIC LEARNING DISABILITY li 1.5911 Olt 0.32 0.23 59.70 27.94 87.64 12.36 103.00

;IFTE0 PT 14 50.64 1.53 0.32 1.13 0.35 0.41 60.39 21.28 87.66 12.34 100.00

HOSPITAL ANU HOMEBOUND PT 15 68.56 10.25 1.83 0.50 1.27 0.09 82.50 5.14 81.63 12.31 103.00

SUBTOTAL FOR EXCEPTIONAL PROGRAMS 51.74 8.00 0.53 1.19 0.52 0.34 62.32 25.3C 87.62 12.38 100.00

VOCATIONAL EDUCATION I lo 40.08 6.21 0.92 4.59 0.51 4.24 56.56 32.27 88.84 11.16 100.00

VOCATIONAL EDUCATION II 17 41.68 6.32 0.64 2,93 0.69 1.83 54.06 34.40 88.46 11.54 100.00

VOCATIONAL EDUCATION III 18 43.80 6.65 3.41 2.20 0.62 1.30 54.98 33.46 88.44 11.56 103.00

VOCATIONAL EDUCATIUN IV 19 42.52 6.55 0.41 1.04 0.58 0.8 52.14 35,77 88.51 11.49 103.00

VUCATIONAL EDUCATION V 20 48.05 7.34 0,72 1.51 0.52 1,44 59.58 29,25 88.83 11.17 103.00

VOCATIONAL EDUCATION VI 11 44.48 6.74 0.97 1.38 0.60 0.78 54.95 33,61 88.62 11.38 100.00

A+-
SUdTUTAL FUh VOCATIONAL PROGRAMS 43.17 6.59 0.56 2.30 0.61 1.4o 54.69 33.85 88.54 11.46 103.00

ADULT BASIC AND HIGH SCHOOL 22 44.64 6.54 0.29 2.01 1.50 0.87 55.86 26.41 82.33 17.67 100.00

ADULT COMMUNITY SERVICE 21 41.91 5.69 0.44 1.33 3.84 0.80 54.03 23.83 77.86 22.14 103.30

3UBTUTAL FOR ADULT PROGRAMS 44.29 6.43 0.31 1.93 1.81 0.86 55.62 16.13 81.75 18.25 100.00

K - 3 BASIC 24 45.49 7.02 0.12 1.89 0.45 0.43 55.38 44.11 90.09 901 103.00

4 - 4 BASIC 25 14.79 6.87 Lik 1.61 0.45 0.43 54.28 36.11 90.45 9.55 10).03

10 11 BASIC 20 45.68 6.95 0.30 1.95 0.39 0.81 56.09 44,51 90.59 9.41 103.00

48TUTAL FON BASIC PRO(IRAMS 45.18 6.93 0.18 1.76 0.44 0.4d 54.97 35.40 90.31 9.63 100.00

TOTAL il.JR ALL FtFP PRUSRAMS 45.41 6.96 0.25 1.18 0.48 0.59 55.49 34.34 89.83 10.17 100.00

27 28
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SUMMARY TOTAL
SUMMARY TOTAL

FILE NO, J5.123 12i17/76 FLORIDA OEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION PAGE 15

1975-76 PROGRAM cosr REPORT

SPECIAL REVENUE (CONTRACTED PROGRAM) FUNDS EXPENDITURES

PROGRAM COSTS EXPRESSED AS PERCENTAGES OF TOTAL PROGRAM COSTS

GROUP SUMMARY TOTALS

PROGRAM NAME AND NO . SALARIES EMPLOYEE PURCHASE MATERIALS OTHER CAPITAL TOTAL SCHOOL TOTAL DISTRICT TOTAL
BENEFITS SERVICES SUPPLIES EXP. OUTLAY DIRECT INDIRECT SCHOOL INOIRECT PROGRAM

COST COSTS COSTS COSTS COSTS

EDUCABLE MENTALLY RETARDED 01 43.35 7.82 2.00 3.89 OOP 4.21 62.14 15.82 71.96 22.04 100.00
TRAINABLE MENTALLY RETARDED 02 23.01 3.99 1.41 2.26 0.30 3.49 34.46 43.52 77.98 22.02 100.00
PHYSICALLY HANDICAPPED 03 31.36 5.63 1.22 3.07 1.29 7.47 50.04 18.99 69.04 10.96 103.30
PHYSICAL AND OCCUPATIONAL THERAPY PT 04 30.22 5.23 11.04 8.04 2.90 1.03 58.46 1.26 59.72 40.28 100.00
SPEECH AND HEARING THERAPY PT 05 54.98 9.37 1.31 3.49 4.44 3.79 77.38 6.97 84.35 15.65 100.00
DEAF 06 41.73 5.99 6.88 5.66 0.32 10.59 71.17 16.97 88.14 11.16 100.00
VISJA,LY HANDICAPPED PT 01 25.14 4.52 0.01 0.06 0.48 20.66 50.87 2.38 53.25 46.75 100.00
VISJALLY HANDICAPPED 08 68.69 11.85 0.08 0.16 0.21 0.29 81.28 3.01 84.29 15.11 100.00
EMOTIONALLY DISTURBED PT 09 22.29 3.96 3.33 3.58 0.27 1.02 84.45 4.81 39.26 60.14 100.00
EMOTIONALLY DISTURBED 10 18.42 3.08 2.64 4.44 0.35 4.05 32.98 36.65 69.64 10.36 100.03
SOCIALLY MALADJUSTED 11 10.44 1.49 0.28 1.32 0.12 0.99 14.65 50.57 65.22 34.78 103.00
SPECIFIC LEARNING DISABILITY Pt 12 44.92 7.67 3.17 2.65 1.47 2.30 62.18 16.67 78.85 21.15 103.00
SPECIFIC LEARNING DISABILITY 13 58.29 10.34 1.23 0.84 0.51 1.78 72.98 4.15 71.13 22.87 100.00
GIFTED PT 14 26.61 4.03 1.20 3.42 0.77 12.18 48.21 27.91 76.12 23.88 103.03
HOSPITAL AND HOMEBOUND PT 15 32.28 5.18 11.27 4.22 0.34 5.44 58.72 26.44 15.16 14.84 103.0)

SUBTOTAL FOR EXCEPTIONAL PROGRAMS 31.93 5.46 2.18 2.94 0.81 3.88 41.21 27.17 74.38 25.62 103.00

VOCATIONAL EDUCATION I 6.81 1.19 11.68 5.60 0.08 41.45 66.81 22.75 89.56 10.44 100.03
VOCATIONAL EDUCATION II 17 11.68 1.86 5.46 6.65 1.68 45.54 72.88 14.91 81.19 12.21 103.00
VOCATIONAL EDUCATION III 18 7.91 1.31 5.69 4.56 0.37 50.44 10.27 17.44 81.71 12.29 100.00
VOCATIONAL EDUCATION IV 19 8.30 1.39 0.84 4.53 3.48 45.06 63.60 16.56 80.16 19.84 100.00
VOCATIONAL EDUCATION V 20 34.37 5.82 2.88 2.17 3.59 29.49 18.31 12.53 90.84 9.16 103.00
VOCATIONAL EDUCATION VI 21 14.64 2.50 1.39 3.30 2.01 25.60 49.44 21.20 70.64 29.36 100.00

SUBTOTAL FOR VOCATIONAL PROGRAMS 11.34 1.88 5.22 5.14 1.53 44.39 69.50 16.89 86.38 13.62 100.00

ADULT BASIC AND HIGH SCHOOL 22 35.19 5.43 0.95 8.58 7.22 8.44 65.81 10.25 76.06 23.94 100.00
ADULT COMMUNITY SERVICE 30.69 4.22 0.21 3.88 43.90 1.69 84.59 9.51 94.09 5.91 100.00

SUBTOTAL FOR ADULT PROGRAMS 34,79 5,33 0.19 8.16 10.49 7.84 67.49 10.18 11.67 22.33 103.00

K - 3 BASIC 24 57.36 9.68 0.99 3.83 0.94 2.69 15.50 10.32 85.82 14.18 100.00
4 - 9 BASIC

10 - 12 BASIC 2526 48."29.48 8.11"4.60 1.84 1.0054 tt9068 5.96i 2181 23H9 1033.3030

SUBTOTAL FOR BASIC PROGRAMS 51.91 8.72 1.19 3.85 0.89 3.31 69.94 11.49 81.42 18.58 103.00

TOTAL FOR ALL FEFP PROGRAMS 46.52 7.80 1.64 4.05 1.17 1.75 68.94 12.64 81.57 18.43 103.00

29
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SUMMARY TOTAL

FILE 05.123 1//17116 FLORIDA KPARTMENT 1E EDUCATIOA

191i-lo PRLARAM COST REPORT

aFNERAL 1OPEWING1 SPECIAL REVENUE (CONTRACTED PRAM) FUN1s EAPENATJRtS

PROGRAM COSTS EXPRESSED 45 PERCENTAGES OF TJTAL PAOGRAM LLSTS

GROUP SUMMARY TOTALS

SJNMIRY TOTAL

46E 16

0kOuRAM NAME AND NL. SALARIES EmPLUYEE PURCHASE MATERIALS JTHLk

BENEFITS SEAVICES SUPPLIES Et).
CAt'ITAL TOTAL SCHOOL TOTAL DISTRICT TOTAL

20Lar 31r,ECT INDIRECT SC1001. INDIRECT PROGRAM

COST COSTS USTS COSTS COSTS

EOUCABLE MENTALLY RETARDED 01 40.31 1.52 0.15 1,69 0.56 0.5) 58.93 26.24 81.16 12.84 103.03

TRAINABLE MENTALLY RETARDED 02 49.02 7.69 1.0) I.Lb 14.05 0.52 59.75 27.75 81.49 12.51 10).03

PHYSICALLY HANDICAPPED 03 50.44 8.00 2.21 1.10 0.56 0.72 63.08 24.06 81.15 12.85 101.03

PHYSICAL AND OCCUPATIONAL THERAPY PT 04 42.58 6.11 12.10 1.01 0.16 3.17 63.39 2692 80.11 13.69 10).03

5PEECH AND HEARING THERAPY PT 05 57.15 8.19 3.11 3.71 0.52 0.1J 67.14 20.11 87.46 12.54 10).01

DEAF OD 53.05 8.36 0.62 1.04 u.44 0.15 04.25 23.45 87.70 12.30 100.00

VISJALLY HANDICAPPED PT 01 55.12 8.19 0.06 J.19 3.50 u.d/ 65.63 /9.31 84.97 15.03 10340

VISJALLY HANDICAPPED 08 55.42 8.43 1.10 1.36 0.00 0.27 65.18 22.36 87.54 11.46 100.00

EMOTIONALLY DISTUR6ED PT 09 52.02 6.46 0.23 0.90 0.52 0.21 61.97 23.68 86.04 13.36 10343

EMOTIONALLY DISTURBED 10 49.12 7.99 1./1 1.27 0.60 0.65 61.36 15.54 86.90 13.10 103.00

SOCIALLY MALADJUSTED 11 44.87 6.91 3.27 1.87 3.40 0.63 549) 31./6 81).21 13.79 100.00

SPECIFIC LEARNING DISABILITY PT 12 53.96 8.43 0.17 1.99 0.47 3.24 64.31 13.24 87.55 12.45 103.03

SPECIFIC LEARNING DISADILITY 13 50.32 o.02 0.14 0.91 3.33 0.26 60.01 21.38 87.39 12.61 103.30

5IFTEu PT 14 70.55 /01 1.33 1.14 3.35 1.46 60.34 27.28 87.62 12.38 103.03

HOSPITAL ANO HOMEBOUND PT 15 61.70 10.13 2.0) 0.59 1.25 0.21 81.93 5.04 87.58 12.42 100.00

SUBTOTAL FOR ExCEPTIUNAL PROGRAMS 51.19 1.93 008 1.24 0.53 0.43 61.90 25.35 87.15 11.75 100.00

VOCATIONAL EDUCATIA I 10 11.85 5.83 1.64 4.66 0.48 6.74 57.25 31.63 88.88 11.12 103.00

VOCATIONAL EDUCATION II 11 19.39 5.98 1.03 3.21 0.17 5.1, 55.49 32.92 88.41 11.59 100.00

VOCATIONAL EDUCATION III 13 41.10 6.41 0.65 2.11 0.61 3.54 55.68 32.75 88.40 11.60 100.00

VOCATIONAL EOUCATION IV 19 41.72 6.43 3.42 1.91 0.65 1.81 52.99 35.32 88.31 11.69 103.00

VOCATIONAL EDUCATION V
VOCATIONAL EDUCATION VI

20

21

47.52

43.76

1.28

6.63

0.80

3.98

1.53

1.43

0.64

0463

2.54

1.3d

60.32

54.82

28.59
33.37

88.91

88.19

11.09

11.81

103.00

103:00

SUBTJTAL FOR VJCATIDNAL PROGRAMS 41.15 6.38 3.71 2.42 0.05 3.38 55.35 33.09 88.44 11.56 103.03

ADULT BASIC AND N1(H SCHOOL 22 43.85 6.44 0.34 2.57 1.98 1.51 56.69 25.12 81.80 18.20 100.00

ADULT COMMUNITY SEW:E 23 41.29 501 3.43 1.47 0.09 0.6 55.74 23.05 18.77 21.23 100.0G

SUBTOTAL FuR AUULT PROGRAMS 43.53 6.34 0.36 Z.43 2.50 1.42 56.51 24.85 81.42 18.58 103.00

K - 3 BASIC ii 46.58 1.27 0.20 2.01 0.49 0.61 57./1 32.41 89.70 10.30 10.03

t-4 BASIC 25 44.95 6.91 3.11 1.71 0.47 0.55 54.80 35.18 89.98 10.02 100.30

10 - 12 BASIC a 4).33 6.90 0.J3 1.98 0.39 0.91 55.85 34.15 90.00 /3.00 100.00

SUBTOTAL FOR BASIC PROGRAMS 45.54 1.03 3.21 1.87 0.46 0.04 55.71 14.14 89.89 10./1 100.00

TOTAL FUK ALL FtFP PRMAMS 45.47 1.31 3.32 1.90 0,52 0.9u 56.11 11.23 89.41 10.59 103.00

31
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PROGRAM COSTS EXPRESSED AS PERCENTAGES OF TOTAL FOR ALL FEFP PROGRAMS

This report displays for each cost element and total, the percentage which

the expenditure for any FEFP program or group of FEFP programs was of the

total expenditure for that cost element/total.

Questions which car be answered with this report fbr the state, districts,

and schools:

What percent of the total amount expended fbr any cost element/

total was expended fbr the educable mentally retarded program?
This question could be asked fbr any FEFP program or group of

FEFP programs.

How much more (or less) percentage-wise based on cost element/

total fbr the educable mentally retarded program than fbr the

trainable mentally retarded program? This question could be
asked fbr any FEEP program or group of FEFP programs.

The state level reports which follow and their respective page numbers

are:

1975-76 Program Costs Expressed as Percentages of Total
for all FEFP Programs, General (Operating) Fund
Expenditures

1975-76 Program Costs Expressed as Percentages of Total

for all FEFP Programs, Special Revenue (Contracted
Program) Funds Expenditures.

1975-76 Program Costs Expressed as Percentages of Total
for all FEFP Programs, General (Operating) and Special

Revenue (Contracted Program) Funds Expenditures.

18
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iLIMIARY TrITAE

FILti NO. 05.114 11/L6/7b FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

1975-16 PROGRAM COST REPORT

GENERAL (OPERATING) FAO EXPENDITURES

PRJ3AAM COSTS EXPRESSED AS PERCENTAGES OF TOTAL FOR ALE FEF) PROGRAMS

GROUP SUMMARY TOTALS

SUMMARY TOTAL

PAGE 18

l'ROvRAM NAME AND N ALARIES E0PLOYEE PURCHASE MATERIALS OTHER

BENEFITS SERVICES SUPPLIES EXP.

CAPITAL TOTAL SCHOOL TOTAL DISTRICT TOTAL

OUTLAY DIRECT INDIRECT SC1001. INDIRECT PROGRAM

COSTS COSTS COSTS COSTS CUSTS

EDUCABLE MENTALLY RETAROED 01 2.33 .36 2.12 2.02 2.51 1.57 4.32 1.81 2.13 2.14 1.19
TRAINABLE MENTALLY FETARDEO 02 3.10 .71 1.39 0.42 0.87 0.34 0.69 0.49 0.61 0.74 0.63
PHYSICALLY HANDICAPeED 03 0.2d .2d 2.25 0.14 0.26 0.16 0.18 0.17 0.24 0.29 3.24

PHYSICAL AND OCCUPATIONAL THERAPY PT 04 0.03 .03 1.71 0.01 0.04 0.01 0,04 0.03 0.03 0.04 3.04
SPEECH ANC HEARING THERAPY P1 05 0.87 .81 0.97 0.26 0,66 047 0,83 0.41 0.67 0.85 0.69
OLAF 06 3.6 .25 0.6 0.09 0.19 0.09 0,24 0.14 0.20 0.25 0.21
VISJAILV HANDICAMO PT 07 0.09 .08 3.19 0.02 0.07 0,01 0.08 0.04 0.07 0.09 3.07
VISUALLY HANOICAPPEu Od 0.02 .02 0.01 0.00 0.03 0.01 0,02 0,01 0.02 0.02 0.02
EMOTIoNALLY U1sTURbE0 PT 09 0.36 .37 0,23 0.15 0.33 0.11 0,35 0.21 0.30 0.38 3.30
EMOTIONALLY OISTURBED 10 0.48 .51 2.94 0.29 0.55 0.39 0.49 0.32 0.42 0.54 3.44

sOCIALEi MALADJUSTED LI 0.A1 .31 0.30 0.31 0,26 0.28 0.31 0.24 0.28 0.31 0.29
SPECIFIC LEARNING 01548I1I1Y PT 12 1.54 .57 0.58 0.69 1.19 0.43 1.49 0.88 1.26 1.56 1.29

sPECIFIC LEARNING DISAMLITY 13 0.31 .32 0.13 0.15 0.19 0.11 0.31 0.23 0,28 0.34 Lid
41F110 PT 14 0.60 od 0.73 0.34 0.39 0.31 0.59 0.43 0.53 0.66 0.54
HOSPITAL ANL) HOME8OUNO PT 15 Oea .26 1.27 0.05 0,46 0.03 0.26 0.03 0,17 0.21 0.17

w81oiAL FOR ExLEPTIONAL PROGRAMS 8.42 .49 15.64 4.94 8.01 4.12 8.30 5.44 1.21 8.99 7.39

VOCATIONAL EUUCAT1UN I la 0.d0 0.81 3.35 2.34 0.95 6.52 0.93 0.85 0.90 1.00 3.91

VUCATIONAL EDUCATION 11 11 2.04 2.02 5.03 3.65 3.19 6.71 2.17 1.23 2,19 4,52 2.42

,-. VOCATIONAL EDUCATIoN III ld 3.28 3.24 5.59 4.20 4.39 7.43 3.37 3,31 3.34 3.86 3.40
co VOCATMAL EDUCATION IV 1) 3.16 3.18 5.45 3.49 4.09 4.74 3.21 3.52 3.33 3.81 3.38

VOCATIOAL EDUCATIA V 20 1.09 1.08 2.93 0.87 1.11 2.50 1.10 0.87 1.01 1.13 1.03

VOCATIONAL EDUCATION VI 21 0.91 0.90 3.61 0.72 1.15 1.23 0.92 0.91 0.92 1.34 3.93

SUBTOTAL FOR VOCATIONAL PROGRAMS 11.18 11.23 26.56 15.27 14.87 29.18 11.69 11.70 11.69 13.36 11.80

AOULf BASIC 4N0 HIGH SCHOOL 22 1.22 1.17 1.44 1,41 3,87 1.83 1,25 0.96 1.14 2,16 1.24

ADULT COMMUNITY SERVICE 23 0.17 0.15 0.33 0.14 1.48 0.45 0.18 0.13 0.16 0.40 0.19

Su8T31AL FOR ADULT eNljRAMS 1.40 1.31 1.76 1.55 5.35 2.09 1.43 1.09 1.30 2.57 1.43

K - 3 6ASIL 24 24.12 44.28 11.86 25.49 22,30 16.21 24.03 24.34 24.15 23.45 24.08
- bAS1( 25 39.09 39.09 25.46 35.67 36.84 26.95 38.77 41.75 39.91 37.19 33.63

1J - it ask: 4D 15.70 15.58 18.72 11.09 12.62 11.40 15.18 15.69 15.74 14.43 15.61

AtiTOTAL iU 0A5IL PR0aAMS 1c1M 16.90 56.04 78.25 71.76 64.62 18.58 81.77 79.80 15.07 19.32

TOTAL FUN ALL FEFP PC(Jt,rtAMS 100.00 100.00 101).0o 130.00 100.00 100.03 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.03
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SUMARY TOTAL SUMMARY TOTAL

FILE NO. 05.124 12/11/76 FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION PAGE 19

I97j-76 PROGRAM COST REPORT

SPECIAL REVENUE (CONTRACTED PROGRAMI FUNDS EXPENDITURES

PROGRAM COSTS ExPRESSED AS PERCENTAGES OF TOTAL FOR ALL FEF3 PROGRAMS

GROUP SUMMARY TOTALS

PROGRAM NAME AND NO. SALARIES EMPLOYEE PURCHASE MATERIALS OTHER CAPITAL TOTAL SCHOOL TOTAL DISTRICT TOTAL

BENEFITS SERVICES SUPPLIES EXP. OUTLAY DIRECT INOIRECT SCHOOL INDIRECT PROGRAM
COSTS COSTS COSTS COSTS COSTS

EDUCABLE MENTALLY RETARDED 01 0:18 0.84 1.02 0.80 .62 0.4$ 0.75 1.05 0.80 1.00 3.84

TRAINABLE MENTALLY RETARDED 02 0 30 0.31 0.53 0.34 .16 0.28 0.31 241 0.59 0.73 0.61

PHYSICALLY HANDICAPPED 03 0.15 0.16 0.16 0.17 .24 0.21 0.16 0.33 0.19 0.31 0.22

PHYSICAL AND OCCUPATIONAL THERAPY PT 04 0.03 0.03 0.32 0.09 .12 0.01 0.04 0.00 0.03 0,0 0.05

SPEECH AND HEARING THERAPY PT 05 0.20 0.20 0.13 0.15 .64 0.08 0619 0.09 0.18 0.14 La
DEAF 06 0.18 0.15 0.82 0.27 .05 0.27 0.20 0.26 0.21 413 3.20

VISUALLY HANDICAPPEO PT 07 0.03 0.03 0.00 0.00 .02 0.14 0.04 0.01 004 0.14 3.05

VISUALLY HANDICAPPEO 08 0.05 0.05 0.00 0.00 .01 0.01 0.04 0.01 0.03 0.03 0.03

EMOTIONALLY DISTURBED PT 09 0.03 0.03 0.14 0.06 .02 0.01 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.22 3.07

EMOTIONALLY DISTURBED 10 0.10 0.10 3.43 0.19 .08 044 0.13 0.11 0.23 0.44 3.26

SOCIALLY MALADJUSTED 11 0.16 0.14 0.12 0.24 .08 0.09 045 2.90 0.58 1.31 0.73

SPECIFIC LEARNING DISABILITY PT 12 0,46 0.41 0.92 0.31 MO 0.14 0.43 0.63 0.46 0.54 3.47

SPECIFIC LEARNING DISABILITY 11 0.16 0.11 0.09 0.03 0.05 0.03 0.13 0.04 0.12 0.16 0.13

GIFTED PT 14 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.04 0.03 0.07 0.03 0.09 0004 0.05 3.04

HOSPITAL AND HOMEBOUND PT 15 0.05 0.05 0.54 0.08 0.02 0.06 0.07 0.16 0.08 0.06 3.08

SUBTOTAL FOR EXCEPTIONAL PROGRAMS 2.11 2.76 5.25 2.87 2.73 1.98 2.71 8.49 3.60 5.49 3.95

VOCATIONAL EDUCAT(ON I 16 0.18 0.18 8.65 1.68 0.09 6.50 1.18 249 1,34 0.69 1.22

VOCATIONAL EDUCATION II 17 0.86 0.82 11.37 5.62 4.90 20.10 3.62 4.04 3.68 2.27 3.42

VOCATIONAL EDUCATION III 18 0.51 0.51 10.48 3.41 0,94 19.67 3.08 4.17 3.25 2.02 3.02

ardt RNA !V
19

2 0

0.27

0.58

0.21

0.58

0.77

1.36

1.69

0.42

4.41 8.18

2.39 2.96
1.39

0.89

1.98
0.77

1.48

0.87

1.63

0.39

1.51

0.78

VOCATIONAL EOUCATION VI 21 0.14 0.14 0.36 0.35 0.73 1.42 0.31 0.12 0.31 0.68 3.43

SUBTOTAL FOR VOCATIONAL PROGRAMS 2.53 2.50 33.00 13.16 13.52 59.44 10.47 13.88 10.99 7.67 13.38

ADM BASIC AND HIGH SCHOOL 22 1.59 1,46 1.22 4.45 12.94 2.29 2.01 1.11 1.96 2.13 2.10

ADULT COMMUNITY SERVICE 23 0,14 0.11 0.03 0.20 7,70 0.04 0.25 0.15 0.24 0.07 0.21

SUBTOTAL FCIR ADULT PROGRAMS 1,73 1.58 1.24 4.65 20.64 2.33 2.26 1.86 1.20 2.80 2.31

BASIC 24 55.95 56,30 21.45 42.94 36.35 15.16 49.69 37.05 47.73 34.92 4,.31

25 33.04 33.10 25.92 31.59 23.61 15.94 30.71 29.83 30.58 36.13 31.62

10 - 12 BASIC 26 4.03 3.76 1.14 4.19 3,09 4.55 446 8.88 4.89 12.88 6.37

SUBTOTAL FOR BASIC PROGRAMS 93.03 93.16 60.51 79.32 63.11 36.25 84.57 75.71 83.21 64.04 6.36

gfAl FOR ALL FEFP PROGRAMS 100,00 100.30 100.00 100.00 100.00 1C0.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 103,00

SUM4ARY TOTAL SUMMARY TOTAL
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1915-76 PROGRAM COST REPORT

GENERAL (OPERATING) AND SPECIAL REvENUE (CONTRACTED PROGRAM) FUNDS EXPENDITURES

PROGRAM COSTS EXPRESSED AS PERCENTAGES OF TOTAL FOR ALL FEFP PROGRAMS

GROUP SUMMARY TOTALS

PROGRAm NAME AND NO, SALARIES EmPLOYEE PURCHASE MATERIALS OTHER CAPITAL TOTAL SCHOOL MAL DISTRICT TOTAL

BENEFITS SERVICES SUPPLIES EXP. OUTLAY DIRECT INDIRECT SCHOOL INDIRECT PROGRAM

COSTS COSTS COSTS COSTS COSTS

EDUCABLE MENTALLY RETARDED 01 2.25 2.21 2.21 1.88 2.29 1.11 2.22 1,80 2.06 2.56 2.12

TRAINABLE MENTALLY RETARDED 02 0.68 0.69 1.17 0.42 0.79 0.34 0.67 0.52 O. 0.74 3.63
PHYSICALLY HANDICAPPED 03 0.27 0.28 1.70 0.14 0.26 0.18 0,27 0.18 0.24 0.29 3.24
PHYSICAL AND OCCUPATIONAL THERAPY PT 04 0.03 0.03 1.35 0.02 0.05 0.01 0,04 0.02 043 0.05 0.04
SPEECH AND HEARING THERAPY PT 05 0.83 0.71 0.75 0.25 0.66 0.14 0.79 0040 0.65 0.78 0.66
DEAF 06 0.24 0.25 0.39 0.11 0.18 0.16 0.24 0.15 0.20 0.24 3.21
VISUALLY HANDICAPPED PT 07 0.08 0.08 044 0.01 0.07 0.06 0.08 0.04 0.01 0.10 3.01
VISUALLY HANDICAPPED 08 0.03 0.03 0.01 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.02 3.02
EMOTIONALLY DISTURBED PT 09 0,34 0.35 0.21 0.14 0.29 0.01 0.33 0.21 0.28 0.37 0.29
EMOTIONALLY DISTURBED 10 0.46 0.49 2.29 0.29 0.49 0.29 0.47 0.33 0.41 0.53 3.43
SOCIALLY MALADJUSTED 11 0.30 0.30 0.26 0.30 0.24 0.20 0.30 0.29 0.30 0.40 3.31
SPECIFIC LEARNING DISABILITY PT 12 1.48 1.51 0.67 0.65 1.12 0.31 1.43 0.87 1.22 1.41 1.25
SPECIFIC LEARNING DISABiLITV 13 0.31 0.32 0.12 0.14 0.17 0.08 0,29 0.23 0.21 0.33 3.28
GIFTED PT 14 0.57 0.55 0.53 0.31 0.35 0.25 0.55 0.42 0.50 0.60 3.52
HOSPITAL AND HOMEBOUND pT 15 0.25 0.24 1.08 0.05 0.41 0.04 0.25 0.03 0.17 0.20 0.11

SUBTOTAL FOR EXCEPTIONAL PROGRAMS 8.12 8,16 12.94 4.71 7.40 3.24 7.95 5.50 1.04 8.68 1.21

VOCATIONAL EDuCATION I 16 0.11 0,78 4.73 2.27 0.85 6.51 0.94 0.88 0.92 0.97 0.93
VOCATIONAL EDUCATION II 17 1.98 1.95 7.13 3.87 3.38 12.27 2.26 2.26 2.26 2.50 2.29

VOCATIONAL EDUCATION III 18 3.13 3.09 6.86 4.11 3.99 12.49 3.35 3.33 3.34 3.10 3.38

VOCATIONAL EDUCATION IV 19 3.01 3,01 4.23 3.29 4.13 6.41 3.09 3.49 3.24 3.62 3.28

VOCATIONAL EDUCATION v 20 1.06 1.05 2.52 0.82 1.26 2.69 1.09 0.87 1.01 1.06 1.01

0 VOCATIONAL ENCATION VI 21 0.87 0.86 2.76 0.68 1.10 1.31 0.88 0.91 0.89 1.01 0.90

SUBTOTAL FOR VOCATIONAL PROGRAMS 10.82 10.14 28.24 15.04 14.71 41.68 11.62 11.74 11.66 12.86 11.19

ADULT BASIC AND HIGH SCHOOL 22 1.24 1.19 1.38 1.74 4.92 2.02 1.30 0.97 1.18 2.21 1.29

ADuLT COMMUNITY SERVICE 23 0.17 0.15 0.25 0.14 240 0.11 0.19 0.13 0.16 0.37 3.19

SUBTOTAL FOR ADULT PROGRAMS 1.41 1.33 1.63 1039 1.12 2.18 1.49 1.10 144 2.59 1.48

- 3 BASIC 24 25.78 2640 15.92 21.38 23.92 16.06 25.63 24.59 25.24 24.47 25.16

4 - 9 BASIC 25 38,77 38,75 25,58 35,22 35.32 22,40 38,21 41.52 39.47 37.10 39.22
10 12 BASIC 26 15.09 14.91 15.70 15.75 11.52 14.45 15.05 15.55 15.24 14.34 15.14

SATOTAL FOR BASIC PROGRAMS 79.64 79.1? 57.20 18.36 70.76 52.90 18.95 81.66 19.96 75.81 19.52

TOTAL FOR ALL FEFP PROGRAMS 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 103.00

38 39
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PROGRAM COSTS PER UNWEIGHTED FTE

This report displays for each FEFP program and group of FEFP programs
and for each cost element/total the expenditure amount divided bY un-
weighted FTE.

Questions which can be answered with this report for the state, districts,
and schools:

What is the cost per unweighted FTE for any FEFP program or
group of FEFP programs and fbr any cost element/total?

How much more (or less) per unweighted FTE was being expended
fbr any FEFP program and cost element/total than for any other
FEFP program and cost element/total? This comparison could be
made between any combination of FEFP programs and groups of
FEFP programs. Furthermore the percentage comparison could
be made between any combination ofschool, district, state,
and group summary reports.

The state level reports which follow and their respective page numbers
are:

1975-76 Program Costs per Unweighted FTE, General
(Operating ) Fund Expenditures

1975-76 Program Costs per Unweighted FTE, Special
Revenue (Contracted Program) Funds Expenditures

1975-76 Program Costs per Unweighted FTE, General
(Operating) and Special Revenue (Contracted Program)
Funds Expenditures.

21
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SUMMARY TOTAL

FILE NO. 05.125 12116/16 FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

1915-16 PROGRAM COST REPORT

GENERAL (OPERATING) FUND EXPENDITURES

PROGRAM COSTS PER UNWEIGHTED FTE

GROUP SUMMARY TOTALS

SUMMARY TOTAL

PAGE 22

PROGRAM NAME ANO NO . SALARIES EMPLOYEE PURCHASE MATERIALS OTHER CAPITAL TOTAL SCHOOL TOTAL DISTRICT TOTAL
BENEFITS SERVICES SUPPLIES EXP. OUTLAY DIRECT INDIRECT SCHOOL INDIRECT PROGRAM

COSTS COSTS COSTS COSTS COSTS

EOUCABLE MENTALLY RETARDED 01

TRAINABLE MENTALLY RETARDED 02

PHYSICALLY HANDICAPPED 03

PHYSICAL AND OCCUPATIONAL THERAPY PT 04

917

1031
1,573
2,641

152

208

249

414

1

!

743

SPEECH AND HEARING THERAPY PT 05 3,279 469 20

DEAF 06 1,893 299 10

VISUALLY HANDICAPPED PT 07 5,675 829 69

VISUALLY HANDICAPPED 08 2,129 319 4

EMOTIONALLY DISTURBED PT 09 2,357 379 9

EMOTIONALLY DISTURBED 10 1,514 246 51

SOCIALLY MALADJUSTED 11 1,054 163 6

SPECIFIC LEARNING DISABILITY PT 12 2,135 335 4

SPECIFIC LEARNING DISABILITY 13 1,207 192 3

GIFTED PT 14 1,036 154 7

HOSPITAL AND HOMEBOUND P1 15 6475 1,267 226

SUBTOTAL FOR EXCEPTIONAL PROGRAMS 1,434 222 15

VOCATIONAL EDUCATION 1 16 884 131 20

VOCATIONAL EDUCATION 11 17 704 107 11

VOCATIONAL EDUCATION III 18 663 101 6

VOCATIONAL EDUCATION IV 19 612 94 6

VOCATIONAL EDUCATION V 20 798 122 12ri,),

VOCATIONAL EDUCATION VI 21 470 71 10

SUBTOTAL FOR VOCATIONAL PROGRAMS 655 100 9

ADULT BASIC AND HIGH SCHOOL 22 410 60 3

ADULT COMMUNITY SERVICE 23 354 48 4

SUB61AL FOR ADULT PRUGRAMS 402 58 3

K - 3 BASIC 24
54180 "

1

4 - BASIC 74 2

10 - 12 BASIC 26 510 18 3

SUBTOTAL FOR BASIC PROGRAMS 494 16 2

TOTAL FOR ALL FEFP PROGRAMS 537 82 3

41

!II

30

39

28

41

15

39

35

41

38

23

23

62

33

101

49

33

27

25
15

35

19

11

18

21

17

22

19

21

11 9 1,188 575 1,763 255 2,018
18 10 1,613 711 2025 317 2,642
16 12 1,951 144 2,696 366 3,062
37 6 3,871 1,488 5,359 713 6,073

27 9 31843 11175 5018 717 5,735

16 9 2,256 840 3,096 435 3,530

51 5 61670 21017 8,687 11381 10,068

25 10 2,502 945 3,446 418 3,924

23 10 21816 1,063 3,880 569 4,449
18 16 1,882 761 2,643 379 31021

9 12 1,285 609 1,894 233 21127

18 8 21538 922 3,460 484 31944
8 5 1,437 673 2,110 298 2,408

1 8 1,235 558 1,793 252 2,045

157 11 10,199 635 101834 1,529 12,363

15 9 1,727 701 2,428 343 2,771

11 94 1,247 712 1,959 246 2,205

12 30 912 581 1,493 195 1,6813

9 20 833 507 11339 175 11514

8 12 759 515 1,215 166 1,440
9 24 989 486 1,475 185 1,660
6 8 581 356 937 120 1,057

9 22 830 514 1,344 174 1,518

14 8 513 243 757 162 919

32 7 456 201 657 187 844

16 8 505 237 743 166 909

5 4 618 388 11006 111 1,117

5 4 581 387 969 102 1,071

4 9 626 385 1011 105 1,116

5 5 601 387 988 105 1,093

6 7 456 406 1,062 120 1,182

42
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FILE NO. 05.125 12/17/76 FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION PAGE 23

1975-76 PROGRAM COST REPORT

SPECIAL REVENUE ICONTRACTED PROGRAMI FUNDS EXPENDITURES

PROGRAM COSTS PER UNOEIGHTED FTE

GROUP SUMMARY TOTALS

PROGRAM NAME AND NO SALARIES EMPLOYEE PURCHASE MATERIALS OTHER CAPITAL TOTAL SCHOOL TOTAL DISTRICT TOTAL
BENEFITS SERVICES SUPPLIES EXP. OUTLAY DIRECT INDIRECT SCHOOL INOIRECT PROGRAM

COSTS COSTS COSTS COSTS COSTS

EDUCABLE MENTALLY RETARDED 01 21 5 1 2 1 3 39 10 49 14 62
TRAINABLE MENTALLY RETARDED 02 47 8 3 5 I 1 71 90 161 45 206
PHYSICALLY HANDICAPPED 03 16 14 3 7 3 18 122 46 168 15. 244
PHYSICAL AND OCCUPATIONAL THERAPY PT 04 295 51 108 19 28 10 571 12 583 393 976
SPEECH AND HEARING THERAPY PT 05 66 11 2 4 5 5 93 8 102 19 121OEAF 04 96 14 16 13 1 24 164 39 203 27 230
VISUALLY HANDICAPPED p! 01 264 48 0 1 5 211 535 25 560 491 11051
VISUALLY HANDICAPPED 08 319 55 0 1 1 1 378 14 392 13 464
EMOTIONALLY DISTURBED PT 09 25 4 4 4 0 1 38 5 43 61 110
EMOTIONALLY DISTURBED 10 40 1 6 10 I 9 71 79 151 66 216
SOCIALLY MALADJUSTED 11 97 14 3 12 1 9 136 411 607 324 931
SPECIFIC LEARNING DISABILITY PT 12 51 9 4 3 2 3 71 19 90 24 114
SPECIFIC LEARNING DISABILITY 13 66 12 1 1 1 2 DZ 5 87 26 113
GIFTED PT 14 5 1 0 1 0 2 10 6 15 5 20
HOSPITAL AND HOMEBOUND PT 15 397 64 138 52 4 61 722 325 1047 182 1229

SUBTOTAL FOR EXCEPTIONAL PROGRAMS 42 7 3 4 1 5 63 36 99 34 133

VOCATIONAL EDUCATION I 16 II 2 20 9 0 69 112 38 150 11 161
VOCATIONAL EDUCATION II 11 11 3 8 10 2 65 104 21 125 11 143
VOCATIONAL EDUCATION III 18 6 1 4 3 0 38 53 13 66 9 15N VOCATIONAL EDUCATION IV 19 3 0 0 2 1 16 23 6 29 1 36
VOCATIONAL EDUCATION V 20 25 4 2 2 3 21 56 9 65 1 11
VOCATIONAL EDUCATION VI 21 5 1 1 1 1 9 18 8 26 11 31

SUBTOTAL FOR VOCATIONAL PROGRAMS 9 1 4 4 1 34 53 13 66 10 lb

ADULT BASIC AND HIGH SCHOOL 22 30 5 1 7 6 / 57 9 66 21 81
ADULT COMMUNITY SERVICE 23 42 6 0 5 60 2 116 13 130 8 138

SUBTOTAL FOR ADULT PROGRAMS 31 5 1 7 9 1 60 9 70 20 90

- 3 BASIC 24 65 11 1 4 I 3 85 12 91 16 113
4 - 9 BASIC 25 22 4 1 2 0 2 11 5 36 10 46
10 - 12 BASIC 26 8 1 0 1 0 1 12 5 16 10 26

SUBTOTAL FOR BASIC PROGRAMS 32 5 1 2 1 2 44 7 51 12 62

TOTAL FOR ALL FEFP PROGRAMS 30 5 1 3 1 5 45 8 53 12 65

4 3
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SUMMARY TOTAL

FILE NO. 05.125 12/17/76 FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

1975-76 PROGRAM COST REPORT

GENERAL (OPERATING) AND SPECIAL REVENUE (CONTRACTED PROGRAM) FUNOS EXPENDITURES

PROGRAM COSTS PER UNtlEIGHTED FTE

GROUP SUMMARY TOTALS

SUMMARY TOTAL

PAGE 24

PROGRAM NAME AND NO . SALARIES EMPLOYEE PURCHASE MATERIALS OTHER CAPITAL TOTAL SCHOOL TOTAL DISTRICT TOTAL

BENEFITS SERVICES SUPPLIES EXP. OUTLAY DIRECT INDIRECT SCHOOL INDIRECT PROGRAM

COSTS COSTS COSTS COSTS COSTS

EDUCABLE MENTALLY RETARDED 01 995 155 7 35 12 10 1,213 581 1,795 264 21059
TRAINABLE MENTALLY RETARDED 02 11363 214 17 35 18 14 10661 771 2,433 348 2,781
'PHYSICALLY HANDICAPPED 03 1,620 257 73 35 18 23 2,026 773 2,799 413 31212
PHYSICAL AND OCCUPATIONAL THERAPY PT 04 21775 437 792 65 50 11 4,130 1,494 5,624 892 6,516
SPEECH AND HEARING THERAPY PJ 05 31321 476 21 41 30 11 31902 1,181 51082 72S 51811
DEAF

i

06. 10969 310 23 JU 16 28 2,384 870 31255 456 31711
VISUALLY HANOICAPPEO PT i 51780 848 69 41 53 92 6,882 21027 8009 11576 10,486
VISUALLY HANDICAPPED 1 08 2,361 360 4 15 26 11 21784 955 3,739 532 4,271
EMOTIONALLY DISTURBED PT 09 21369 381 10 41 23 10 20835 1,066 31901 601 40502
EMOTIONALLY DISTURBED 10 1,533 249 54 40 19 20 11914 797 2,711 409 31120
SOCIALLY MALADJUSTED 11 1,084 167 6 45 10 15 1,328 755 21083 333 2,417
SPECIFIC LEARNING DISABILITY PT 12 2,170 341 7 40 19 10 21587 935 31521 501 41022
SPECIFIC LEARNING DISABILITY 13 1,241 198 4 23 8 6 1,480 675 21155 311 2,466
GIFTED PT 14 1,038 154 7 23 7 9 1,239 560 1,799 254 21054
HOSPITAL ANO HOMEBOUND PT 15 8,572 11283 260 75 158 27 10,375 715 111090 11571 1/1663

SUBTOTAL FOR EXCEPTIONAL PROGRAMS 1,459 226 16 35 15 12 11764 723 2,487 363 2,851

VOCATIONAL EDUCATION I 16 895 139 39 110 11 159 1053 748 2,101 20 2,363
VOCATIONAL EDUCATION II 17 120 109 18 59 14 94 11014 601 1,616 112 1,827

VOCATIONAL EOUCATION III 18 669 102 10 37 10 56 884 519 1,403 184 11587

VOCATIONAL EDUCATION IV 19 615 95 6 28 10 28 781 521 1,302 172 11475

VOCATIONAL EDUCATION V 20 821 126 14 27 11 44 11042 494 1,536 192 1,728

VOCATIONAL EDUCATION VI 21 474 72 II 15 7 15 594 361 955 128 11083

SUBTOTAL FOR VOCATIONAL PROGRAMS 663 101 12 39 10 54 880 526 1,406 184 10589

ADULT 8ASIC AND HIGH SCHOOL 22 440 65 3 26 20 15 568 252 820 182 11003
ADULT COMMUNITY SERVICE 23 369 50 4 13 54 8 499 206 704 190 894

SUBTOTAL FOR ADULT PROGRAMS 430 63 4 24 25 14 559 245 804 183 987

K - 3 BASIC 24 571 89 3 25 ' 6 8 704 399 1,103 127 11.230

4 - 9 BASIC 25 502 77 2 19 5 6 612 393 11005 112 11117

10 12 BASIC 26 517 79 4 23 4 10 637 389 1,026 114 1,140

SUBTOTAL FOR BASIC PROGRAMS 526 81 3 22 5 7 644 394 11038 117 1,155

TOTAL FOR ALL FEFP PROGRAMS 566 87 4 24 6 14 700 414 1,113 132 11245

45
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PROGRAM COSTS PER WEIGHTED FTE

This report displays for each FEFP program and group of FEFP programs
and for each cost element/total the expenditure amount divided by
weighted FTE.

Questions which can be answered with this report for the state, districts,
and schooZs:

What is the cost per weighted FTE for any FEFP program or group
of FEET programs and for any cost element/total?

How much more (or less) per weighted FTE was being expended for
any FEFP program and cost element/total than for any other FEFP
program and cost element/total? This comparison could be made
between any combination of FEFP programs and groups of FEFP
programs. Furthermore the percentage comparison could be made
between any combination ofschool, district, state, and group
summary reports.

The state level reports which follow and their respective page numbers
are:

,-t

1975-76 Program Costs per Weighted FTE, General
(Operating) Fund Expenditure.

1975-76 Program Costs per Weighted FTE, Special
Revenue (Contracted Program) Funds Expenditures.

1975-76'Program Costs per Weighted FTE, General
(Operating) and Special Revenue (Contracted Program)
Funds Expenditures.

25
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SUMMARY TOTAL

FILE NO. 05.126 12/16/16 FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

1975-76 PROGRAM COST REPORT

GENERAL (OPERATING) FUND EXPENDITURES

PROGRAM COSTS PER WEIGHTED FIE

GROUP SumMARY TOTALS

SUMMARY TOTAL

PAGE 26

Pwo6RAw NAmE AND NU. SALARIES EMPLOYEE PURCHASE MATERIALS OTHER CAPITAL TOTAL SCHOOL TOTAL DISTRICT TOTAL

BENEFITS SERVICES SUPPLIES EU', OUTLAV DIRECT INDIRECT SC-1001 INDIRECT PROGRAM

, COSTS COSTS COSTS COSTS COSTS

ECUCABLE MENTALLY RETARDED 01 425 66 3 14 5 4 516 ,250 766 111 877
TRALNABLE MENTALLY ROWED 02 444 69 S 11 6 3 530 237 775 106 881
PHYSICALO HANDICMPEO 03 449 71 20 9 5 3 557 213 770 105 875

PHYSICAL AND OCCUPAIIONAL THERAPY PT 04 440 69 124 5 6 1 645 248 893 119 1/012
SPEECH ANU HEARING THERAPY PT 05 328 47 2 4 3 1 . , 384 . 118 502 12 514
DEAF 06 473 75 3 7 4 2 564 , :210 774 109
VISUALLY HANDICAPPED PT 07 567 83 7 4 5 1 : 667 202 869 138 1,007
iIsJALLY HANDICAPPED 08 608 91 1 4 7 3 ;., 715 270 985 136 1/121
EMOTIONALLY DISTURBED PT Os 314 50 1 5 3 1 '., 376 142 517 36 593
EMOTIONALLY DISTURBED 10 409 67 14 ID 5 4 509 206 714 102 817
SOCIALLY MALADJUSTED 11 458 71 2 18 4 5 559 265 824 101 915,
SPECIFIC LEARNING DISABILITY PT 12 /35 45 1' 5 2 I 338 123 461 65 523
SPECIFIC LEARNING DISABILITY 13 525 83 1 10 3 2 625 293 918 129 11047
GIFTED PT 14 345 51 2 8. / 3 412 186 598 84 682
HOSPITAL ANO HOMEBOUND PT 1.5 565 64 15 4 10 1 680 42 122 102 824

SUBTOTAL FOR,ExCEPTIONAL PROGRAmS 378 58 4 9 4 2 455 185 640 90 130

VOCATIONAL imam I lb 201 32 5 i4 3 22 293 167 460 58 j1l1

VOLATIONAL EDUCATION II 1/ 266 40 4 19 4 12 346 210 566 14 639
VOCATIONAL EDUCATION III 13 304 41) 3 15 4 9 382 232 314 80 695
VOCATIONAL EDUCATION IV 19 362 56 3 16 5 1 449 305 754 98 852

T, VOCATIONAL EDUCATION V 20 570 87 8 18 6 17 706 347 1/053 132 1/186
VOCATIONAL EDUCATION VI 21 402 61 9 13 5 7 496 304 801 103 903

SUBTOTAL FOR VOCATIONAL PROGRAMS 320 48 4 17 4 11 406 251 657 85 74

ADULT BASIC AND HIGH SCHOOL 22 321 47 2 15 11 6 401 190 591 127 118

ADULT COMMUNITY SERVICE 23 524 71 6 17 48 10 676 298 974 277 1/253

SUBTOTAL FOR ADULT PROGRAMS 337 49 2 15 14 7 423 199 621 139 160

K - 3 BASIC 24 412 64 1 11 4 4 501 314 815 90 905
4 - 9 BASIC 25 480 74 2 17 5 4 581 387 969 102 11071
10 - 12 BASIC 26 463 71 3 20 4 8 569 350 919 95 1,014

SUBTOTAL FOR BASIC PROGRAMS 454 70 2 18 4 5 552 355 907 97 1/004

'MAL FOR ALL FEFP PROGRAMS 424 65 2 17 5 6 519 321 840 95 935

48
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FILE Nu. 05.126 12/11//6 FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIPI PAGE 27

1975-16 PROGRAM COST REPORT

SPECIAL REVENUE ICONTRACItu PROGRAM) FUNDS EXPENUITURES

PROGRAM COSTS PER wE:GHTEU FTE

GROUP SUMMARY TOTALS

PROGRAM NAME AND NO.SALARIES EMPLOYEE PURCHASE MATERIALS OTHER CAPITAL TOTAL SCHOOL TOTAL DISTRICT TOTAL
BENEFITS SERVICES SUPPLIES EXP. OUTLAY DIRECT INDIRECT SCHOOL INDIRECT PROGRAM

EDUCABLE MENIALLY RETARDED 01 12

TRAINABLE MENTALLY RETARDED 02 16
PHYSICALLY HANDICAPPED CO 22
PHYSICAL AND OCCUPATIONAL THERAPY PT 04 49
SPEECH AND HEARING THERAPY PT 05 1

DEAF Ob 24
VISUALLY MANDICAPPED PT 07 26
VISUALLY HANDICAPPED 08 91
EMOTIONALLY DISTURBED PT 09 3

EMOTIONALLY DISTURBED 10 11
SOCIALLY MALADJUSTED 11 42
SPEcIFIC LEARNING DISABILITY PT 12 7
SPEGIFIC LEARNING DISABILITY 13 29
GIFTED PT 14 2
HOSPITAL AND HOMEBOUND PT 15 26

SUBTOTAL FOR EXCEPTIONAL PROGRAMS 11

VOCATIONAL EDUcATION I 16 3

VOCATIONAL ENLATION II 11 6

VOCATIONAL EDUCATION III 18 3

VOCATIONAL EDUCATION IV 19 2

h5 VOCATIONAL EDUCATION v 20 18
IVOCATIONAL EDUCATION VI 21 5

SUBTOTAL FOR VOCATIONAL PROGRAMS 4

ADULT BASIC AND HIGH SCHOOL 22 24
ADULT COMMUNITY SERVICE 23 63

SUBTOTAL FOR ADULT PROGRAMS 25

K - 3 BASIC 24 53
4 - 9 BASIC 25 22
10 - 12 BASIC 26 1

SUBTOTAL FOR BASIC PROGRAMS 30

TOTAL FOR ALL FEFP PROGRAMS 25

2 I 1 .

3 1 2
4 1 2

9 18 13

1 0 0
3 ,4 3

5 0 0
16 0 0

1 0 1

2 2 3
6 1 5

1 0 0

5 1 0
0 0 0

4 9 3

2 1 1

0 5 2
1 3 4

0 2 2

0 0 1

3 1 1

1 0 1

I 1 2

4 6
9 6 8

4 1 6

9 1 4
4 1 2

1 0 1

5 1 2

4 1 2

COSTS COSTS COSTS COSTS COSTS

1 17 4 21 6 27
14 30 54 15 69

5 35 13 48 12 70
2 95 1 97 66 163
0 9 1 10 2 12
q 41 10 51 1 57

2e 53 2 56 49 105
0 108 4 112 21 133
0 5 1 6 9 15

2 19 21 41 18 58
4 59 205 264 141 405
0 9 3 12 3 15

36 2 38 11 49
1 3 2 5 2 7

4 48 22 70 12 82

1 16 9 26 9 35

16 26 9 35 4 J9
15 39 8 48 1 54
11 24 6 30 4 34
10 13 4 17 4 21
15 40 6 46 5 51
8 15 1 22 9 31

16 46 6 32 5 37

5 6 45 1 51 16 .08
90 171 19 192 12 204

8 6 49 1 56 16 72

2 69 9 19 13 92
2 31 5 36 10 46
1 11 4 15 9 23

2 40 1 47 11 57

4 37 1 43 10 53

50 51

SUMMARY TOTAL
SUMMARY TOTAL
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FILE NO. 05.126 14111/76 FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
PAGE 28

1975-76 PROGRAM COST REPORT

GENERAL (OPERATING) AND SPECIAL REVENUE ICONTRACTED PROGRAM) FUNDS EXPENDITURES

PROGRAM COSTS PER WEIGHTED FTE

GROuP SLIMMARY TOTALS

PROGRAM NANE AND NO SALARIES EMPLOYEE PURCHASE MATERIALS OTHER CAPITAL TOTAL SCHOOL TOTAL DISTRICT TOTAL

BENEFITS SERVICES SUPPLIES EXP. OUTLAY DIRECT INDIRECT SCHOOL INDIRECT PROGRAM

EDUCABLE MENTALLY RETARDED 01 432

TRAINABLE MENTALLY RETARDED 02 454

PHVSICALLV HANDICAPPED
" lb/PHYSICAL AND OCCUPATIONAL THERAPY PT 04

SPEECH AND NEARING THERAPY PT 05 332

DEAF 06 492

VISUALLY HANDICAPPED PT 07 518

VISUALLY NANDICAPPED 08 676

ENOTIONALLY DISTURBED PT 09 316

EMOTIONALLY DISTURBED 10 414

SOCIALLY MALADJUSTED 11 471

SPECIFIC LEARNING DISABILITY PT 12 289

SPECIFIC LEARNING DISABILITY 13 539

GIFTED pT 14 346

HOSPITAL ANO HOKBOUND pi IS 571

SUBTOTAL FOR EXCEPTIONAL PROGRAMS 385

VOCATIONAL EDUCATION I 16 210

VOCATIONAL EDUCATION 11 11 271

VOCATIONAL EDUCATION III 18 3 01

VOCATIONAL EDUCATION IV 19 364

ra VOCATIONAL EDUCATION V 20 586

03 VOCATIONAL EDUCATION VI 21 405

SUBTOTAL FOR VOCATIONAL PROGRAMS 324

ADULT BASIC AND HIGH SCHOOL 22 343

ADULT COMMUNITY SERVICE 23 547

SUBTOTAL FOR ADULT PROGRAMS 360

1 - 1 BASIC
4 - 9 BASIC

10 - 12 BASIC

SUBTOTAL FOR BASIC PROGRAMS

it It/

26 410

481

TOTAL FOR ALL FEFP PROGRAMS 448

52

61 3

71 6

133 13/

48 1

78 6

15 1

101 1

51 1

67 15

73 3

45 1

86 2

51 2

66 17

60 4

33 9

41 1

41 5

56 4

90 10

61 9

50 6

50 3

74 6

52 3

1i7 2

72 3

75 2

69 3

COSTS COSTS COSTS COSTS COSTS

15 5 4 528 253 780

12 6 5 554 257 811

li 1 I !II iii II?

4 3 1 390 118 508

9 4 1 596 218 814

4 5 9 688 203 891

4 7 3 795 273 6068

5 3 1 318 142 520

11 5 5 511 215 133

20 4 7 577 328 906

5 3 1 345 125 469

10 3 3 643 294 937

8 2 3 413 181 600

5 LI 2 692 48 739

9 4 3 465 190 655

26 3 37 318 175 493

22 5 16 384 228 612

17 4 26 405 238 644

17 6 16 462 308 711

19 8 31 144 353 1097

13 6 13 507 309 816

19 5 26 430 257 681

20 15 12 444 197 641

20 81 11 139 305 11044

20 21 12 467 205 673

21
19

5 6 570 324 894

5 6 012 393 6005

20 4 9 579 354 933

20 5 1 592 362 953

19 5 9 553 327 881

115 895

116

14

927

918

1,086

73 581

114 928

158 11049

152 1,220

80 600

110 843

145 11051

67 536

135 1,072

85 685

105 844

96 751

62 555

80 692

64 728

102 873

137 6234
109 926

90 777

143 783

281 1,325

153 826

103 997

112 1,111

104 6037

107 1,061

104 985

53

SuM4AAY ToTAL
SUMMARY TOTAL



Appendix A

DEFINITIONS OF KEY TERMS

Approximate Average Salary -

See Salaries per Staff Unit.

Capital Outlay -
direct cost amounts expended for equipment, audio-visual materials,
and library books

Cost Element/Total -
one of eleven categories used for classifying expenditures; namely,
salaries, employee benefits, purchased services, materials and sup-
plies, other expenses, capital outlay, total direct costs, school

- indirect costs, total school costs, district indirect costs, and
total program costs

Direct Costs -
amounts expended which can be readily or obviously identified with
programs or specific activitfes within a school and which are clas-
sified as salaries, employee benefits, purchased services, materials
and supplies, other expenses, or capital outlay

District Indirect Costs -

amounts expended which cannot be readily or obviously identified
with a school and which are difficult or costly to attempt to iden-
tify directly with a school (See section 6A - 1.14(3)(b), SBE rules.)

Employee Benefits -
direct cost amounts expended for the fringe benefits of those school
district employees whose compensation is included in "salaries"

FEFP Adjusted Revenue -
FEFP revenue adjusted for the prorated and prior year adjustments
(See FEFP Revenue.)

FEFP Dollars per Unweighted FTE -
FEFP adjusted revenue divided by unweighted FTE

FEFP Programs -
The programs specified in Section 236.081(1)(a), F.S. belonging to
the Florida Education Finance Program. They are, along with their
respective funding cost factors:

Special Exceptional Student Programs Cost Factor

1. Educable mentally retarded 2.30
2. Trainable mentally retarded 3.00
3. Physically handicapped 3.50
4. Physical & occupational therapy, part-time 6.00

A-1
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FEFP Programs

Special Exceptional Student Programs (Cont.) Cost Factor

5. Speech & hearing therapy, part-time
6. Deaf
7. Visually handicapped, part-time
8. Visually handicapped
9. Emotionally disturbed, part-time
10. Emotionally disturbed
11. Socially maladjusted

10.00
4.00

10.00
3.50
7.50
3.70
2.30

12. Specific learning disability, part-time 7.50
13. Specific learning disability 2.30
14. Gifted, part-time 3.00
15. Hospital & homebound, part-time 15.00

Special Vocational-Technical Programs

16. Vocational Education I 4.26
17. Vocational Education II 2.64
18. Vocational Education III 2.18
19. Vocational Education IV 1.69
20. Vocational Education V 1.40
21. Vocational Education VI 1.17

Special Adult General Education Programs

22. Adult basic education & adult high school 1.28
23. Adult community service .675

Basic Programs

24. Kindergarten & grades 1, 2, & 3 1.234
25. Grades 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, & 9 1.00
26. Grades 10, 11 & 12 1.10

FEFP Revenue -
an amount derived from weighted FTE minus ineligible weighted
FTE multiplied by the base student cost of $745.00 multiplied
by the district cost differential plus minimum guarantee minus
$5.00 per umweighted FTE for educational training expenditures
(Note: FEFP revenue includes required local effort revenue.)

Florida Education Finance Program (FEFP) -
the program for financing public schools in Florida - for more
details refer to the MIS statistical report Florida Education
Finance Program for 1975-76

General (Operating) Fund -
tde set of accounts used for all ordinary operations of a school
district, generally including all transactions which do not have
to be accounted for in another fund

A-2
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Groups of FEFP Programs -
See FEFP programs.

Ineligible Weighted Full-T'me Equivalent Students -
the number of weighted full-time equivalent students which are
ineligible because of legislated constraints or caps

Materials and Supplies - -

direct cost amounts expended for material items of an expendable
nature that are consumed, worn out, or deteriorated in use; also
for material items that lose their identity through fabrication
or incorporation into different or more complex units or substances

Minimum Guarantee -
minimum level funding which guarantees that each district will re-
ceive a minimum level of funding per FTE student in 1975-76 equal
to the amount per FTE student receiveq in 1974-75

Other Expenses -
direct cost amounts expended for goods or services not otherwise
classified as salaries, employee benefits, purchased services,
materials and supplies, or capital outlay

Prior Year Adjustment -
an amount prorated to all schools and programs based on unweighted
FTE for updated or corrected information; namely, arithmetical
errors, assessment roll changes, full-time equivalent membership
errors, or allocation errors revealed in an audit report

Prorated Adjustment -
an amount prorated to all schools and programs based on unweighted
FTE when the FEFP legislative appropriation is less than the funds
earned by the eligible full-time equivalent students reported by
school districts

Purchased Services -
direct cost amounts expended for the personal services rendered by
personnel who are not on the school district payroll as well as
amounts expended for travel, communications, and utilities

Salaries -
direct cost amounts expended to employees of the school district
who are directly identified with both a specific FEFP program and
a school; namely, classroom teachers, substitute teachers, and
classroom paraprofessionals

Salaries per Staff Unit -
the direct cost salaries of teachers, substitute teachers, and
classroomparaprofessionals divided by the staff units (full-
time equivalent teachers)

5 6
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School Indirect Costs -
amounts expended which cannot be readily or obviously identified
with a program and which are difficult or costly to attempt to
identify directly with a program-, but which can be readily or
obviously identified with a school (See section 6A - 1.14(3)(a),

SBE rules.)

Special Revenue (Contracted Program) Funds -
the sets of accounts used for special projects in which limitations
on the use of monies are specified by the legal authority establishing
the fund, and, generally these resources cannot be diverted to other
uses

Staffing Ratio -
the unweighted full-time equivalent students divided by the staff
units (full-time equivalent teachers)

Staff Units -
full-time equivalent teachers

Total Direct Costs -
the total of amounts expended for salaries, employee benefits,
purchased services, materials and supplies, other expenses, and
capital outlay which are readily identified with both a specific
FEFP prcgram and a school

Total Program Costs
amounts expended as total school costs and district indirect costs

Total School Costs -
amounts expended as total direct costs and school indirect costs

Unweighted FTE -
the number of full-time equivalent students certified by the schools
and districts to earn FEFP revenue for the July, October, February,
and June (estimated) counts during 1975-76

Unweighted Reported Full-Time Equivalent Students -
See unweighted FTE.

Weighted FTE -
the number of unweighted full-time equivalent students multiplied
by the appropriate FEFP program cost factor

Weighted Reported Full-Time Equivalent Students -
See weighted FTE.
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Appendix B

INSTRUCTIONS FOR REQUESTING PROGRAM COST ANALYSIS REPORTS

To request any of the program cost analysis reports, please complete

the form provided at the end of this appendix. All five boxes on the upper

half of the form must be completed unless you are a Department of Education

staff member. The name, institution, address, and city/state information

will be used to mail out your reports. A phone number is necessary in the
event that questions arise in fulfilling your request. If your phone is

outside of Florida and a call is necessary, you will be called collect.

District and school level reports in the same format as illustrated in

the text are available free of charge upon request to all Florida legisla-

tive, DOE, and public school district staff when the use to be made of the

reports is within the scope of the staff member's official duties. Others

may request reports at cost.

In completing the lower half of the form, follow the examples given

as a guide and the directions below:

Abbreviated Report Name -
Please use the abbreviations given below which will clearly distin-

guish one report from another. If you request any report(s) at all,
include the Program Cost Report in your request for basic program

cost information. If you request any report(s) involving FTE cal-
culations, include the FEFP Adjusted Revenue Report for basic FTE

information.
Report Name With Abbreviations

Program Cost Report (PCR)
FEFP Adjusted Revenue Report (FEFP)
Staff and Salary Analysis Report (SSAR)
Program Costs Expressed as Percentages of Total Program

Costs (%PC)
Program Costs Expressed as PercPnta,Tas of Total for All

FEFP Programs (%FEFP)
Program Costs per Unweighted FTE (UNWFTE)
Program Costs per Weighted FTE (WFTE)

Fund Type -
For most analyses, the "general" fund reports will be the most use-

ful, followed by "both" fund types combined. Review the discussion

in the introduction of this report about the two different types and

the two definitions in Appendix A before deciding, then check the

appropriate columns.

Level of Report -
You should indicate either district or school level report, not both,
for any one request. If you request all of the schools in a district,
the district level report will be included. If you desire all of the
school reports for a given district or group of districts, indicate
school level of report, identify the district(s), and write "all" for
school names.

B-1
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For What Districts -
Please identify districts by number as well as name. District num-
bers are those found in the Florida Education Directony, 1976-1977.
Although your request may be for specific schooT level reports, the
respective district for each school listed must be identified. If

you desire all of the districts in the State, write "all" for dis-
trict names.

For What Schools -
Please identify schools by number as well as name. School numbers
are those found in the Florida Education Directory, 1976-1977. If
you desire all of the schools for the districts you have identified,
write "all" for school names.

If you have any questions about requesting program cost analysis
reports, please call Chase Crawford at (904) 487-2280 ;SUNCOM 277-2280)
or note on the request form that you wish to be called.

If you wish to delineate further your needs for program cost infor-
mation, please call or note your additional needs on the back of the re-.
quest form. Many other analyses of program costs are being conducted.
If your needs extend beyond the scope of this report, an analysis may be
underway to meet those same needs for someone else.

For the analysis of 1976-77 program cost data, additional reports
can be made available. In order for these additional reports to provide
information which is useful to decision-makers like yourself, please
communicate your needs by calling or writing them down on the back of
the 1975-76 request form.
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EXAMPLESOM COSTS ANALYSIS REPORTS

1. A legislator desires to analyze the general fund program costs of the top 25 schools in one of the

Effectiveness studies completed by the Department of Education.

Abbreviated

Report Name

UND

--------Sifecia

General

YPES

ILT___IL

Revenue Both

VEL OF

District

REPORT l' 1

DISTRICTS

OR WHIT SCHI1LS

School Number Name Number Name

All vi vf 01 Aipha 0011 Alpha school

02 Beta 0021 Beta school

02 Beta 0011 Delta school

6

.-=-.....--/.Ww.m......

2. A Department of Education administrator desires to analyze the general fund program costs for middle

schools statewide with those of all junior high schools statewide. One request would produce

school level reports and a group summary for middle schools, while a second would produce analogous

reports for junior high schools.

---"ft77177715=TtlaorREPORTI
Abbreviated vi i

Fgar
i DISTRICTS

Tb-R WHAT SCHOOCt

Report Name

General

pecia

Revenue Both District School Number Name Number Name

All V V 01 Alpha 0011 Alpha middle school

01 Alpha 0021 Delta middle school

02 Beta 0011 Beta middle school

6

.

. . .
0

1 . .
.

All I V 01 Alpha 0021 Alpha junior high school

02 Beta 0031 Beta junior high school north

02 Beta 0041 Beta junior high school south

. . .

4 . . ,

f . I



3. A Department of Education consultant desires to analyze school level program costs per FIE for the

exceptional program(s) to which he/0e is assigned.

Abbreviated

Report Name

UND TVES

11

VEL IF

.4/

REPORT IR WHAT

DISTRICTS

IR WH.T SCHOOLS

General

pecia

Revenue Both District School Number Name Number Name

PCR 1

FEFP

UNWFTE1

WFTE

V V vi

01

02

03

.

.

,

Alpha

Beta

Gamma

.

.

9003

9005

9002

.

.

Alpha Exceptional Ed Center

Beta Exceptional Ed Center

Gamma Exceptional Ed Center

,

.

4. A Department of Education regional consultant desires to analyze the general fund program costs

for all schools and school districts in his/her region,

62

Abbreviated

Report Name

rUND 'ES

vi

LE EL 1 REHRT I' WH'

DISTRICTS

----nrcr-A---mscHoLsr

...........---

Nail!General

lpecia

Revenue Both District School Number Name Number

All v/ V 01 Alpha All

02 Beta

03 Gamma

. .

. .
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5. A school district administrator desires to analyse the program costs of his/her high schools with those of a

group of high schools in nearby districts which his/her community believe to be comparable in educational

quality. One request would produce school level reports and a group summary for his/her high schools, while

a second would produce analov reports for the nearby high schools,

Abbreviated

Report Name

UND TYPES

1

LEVEL OF

1

REPORT IR WHAT

DISTRICTS

IR W .T SCHOOLS

Special

General Revenue Both District School Number Name Number Name

All V V V v, 01 Alpha 0011 Alpha north high school

01 Alpha 0021 Alpha south high school

01 Alpha 0031 Alpha central high school

All I I 02 Beta 0011 Beta 'Iligh school

03 Camma 0021 Gamma high school

04 Delta 0011 Delta high school

. .

. . , .

6. A school principal desires to analyse his/her program costs percentagewise, and then compare them with a spe-

cific group of schools in several other districts. One request would produce a school report for his/her

school. A second request would produce analogous reports and a group summary for the other schools.

Abbreviated

Report Name

1 1 lb

1

1 1

1

. ,1

DI

a fli

TRICTS

I. WN hil

General

pecia

Revenue Both District School Number Name Number

------...,
Name

PCR V V V V 01 Alpha 0011 Alpha school

FEFP

%PC V V V vi 02 Beta 0011 Beta school

"JEFP
03 Gamma 0021 Gamma school

04 Delta 0011 Delta school

. ,

. . . .



1975-76 PROGRAM COST ANALYSIS REPORTS

Please use this form to request program cost analysis reports. Mail completed form to: 1975-76 Program Cost Analysis

Reports, Management Information Services, Florida Department of Education, Knott Building, Room 275, Tallahassee,

Florida 32304.

ame:

nstitution:

ress:

hone Number area code :City, State ,zip code :

Abbreviated

Report Name

=7EroF
%, (i

REpoRf---11107-------61'

DISTRICTS

-175WITTrofts

General

pecia

Revenue Both District School Number Name Number Name
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